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ABSTRACT 
The implementation of the Taksim water network was initiated near the end of the reign of 
Ahmed III, but was interrupted as a consequence of the Patrona Revolt in September 1730. 
The uprising brought about the deposal of Ahmed III in favor of his nephew Mahmud I who 
continued the Taksim project sometime after the unrest in the capital was suppressed. The 
water network supplied the neighborhoods of Kasımpaşa, Galata, Tophane, Fındıklı, and 
Kabataş, and was primarily financed from the privy purse of Saliha Valide Sultan. In addition, 
the queen mother selected a number of wealthy and loyal dignitaries to invest in the project by 
means of a monumental fountain. The Taksim water system is connected to some significant 
developments in Ottoman historiography, most notable the transition from the reign of Ahmed 
III to Mahmud I. The water network reflected the search of the new sultan for legitimacy and 
the consolidation of his rule through the incorporation of imperial clients and the glorification 
of the Ottoman victory over the Safavid Empire. Whereas the contribution of the sultan, the 
queen mother, concubines, and eminent courtiers emphasized the dynastic component of the 
water project, the participation of several influential state officials served public notice that 
the distribution of sweet water resulted from the charity of the entire ruling elite. Artistic and 
literary allusions to Islam permeated the architecture, decorative program, and poetic 
epigraphy of the fountains. They stressed the devout and generous character of the patrons, 
while simultaneously affirming their status and prestige within the socio-political hierarchy. 
The fountain network confirmed the social contract that was negotiated between the sultan 
and his favorites, and put the social network of the former at the center of a "negotiated 
empire". As such, the Taksim water project sheds new light on the concept of centralization in 
historiography, and expands our understanding of the processes through which wealth, power, 
and prestige were regulated in Ottoman society.  
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TRANSLITERATION TABLE 
Character Sign  Value   Character Sign  Value  
 
ا a, ā, e, i, ı, u, ü 1   ص  ṣ  90 
ب  b  2   ض  ż  800 
ݒ  p  2   ط  ṭ  9  
ت  t  400   ظ  ẓ  900 
ث  s  500   ع  ʿ  70 
ج  c  3   غ  ğ, ġ  1000  
چ  ç  3   ف  f  80 
ح  ḥ  8   ق  ḳ  100 
خ  ḫ  600   ك  k  20 
د  d  4   ل  l  30 
ذ  ẕ  700   م  m  40 
ر  r  200   ن  n  50 
ز  z  7   و v, o, ö, ü, ū  6 
ژ  j  20   ه h, a, e   5* 
س  s  60   ى ā, y, ı, i, ī   10 
ش  ş  300   ء  ’  1** 
 
*When the he features a ta marbuta, it does not represent any value.  
**In Arabic, the hamza represents the value of alef when it follows a word ending in a vowel within 
an izafet compound, and when they are part of the spelling of Arabic words. 
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INTRODUCTION 
On 27 September 1732, an inaugurational ceremony was organized in the presence of 
Mahmud I and his mother Saliha Valide Sultan to celebrate the completion of the Taksim 
water project. The implementation of the water network was initiated near the end of the reign 
of Ahmed III, but was interrupted as a consequence of the Patrona Revolt in September 1730. 
The uprising brought about the deposal of Ahmed III in favor of his nephew Mahmud I who 
continued the Taksim project sometime after the unrest in the capital had been quelled. The 
water network supplied the neighborhoods of Kasımpaşa, Galata, Tophane, Fındıklı, and 
Kabataş, and was primarily financed from the privy purse of Saliha Valide Sultan. In addition, 
a considerable number of notables from the Ottoman elite was invited to invest in the project, 
and construct fountains that connected to the water network. The project is a very unique one 
in Ottoman history because its implementation intersects with a number of significant 
developments in Ottoman politics and art. First, the early eighteenth century witnessed the 
court's concern with the search for a new and appealing public image for the promotion of 
dynastic legitimacy, which was reflected in the period's art and architecture. Second, the 
ensuing expenditures necessitated a solid economic basis for the purpose of which a series of 
fiscal measures were implemented. Third, the water system project itself drew on the wealth 
of the participating grandees who owed their succes and authority primarily to the patronage 
of the imperial household. But to what extent does current scholarship cover both political, as 
well as art-historical, and social aspects of the Taksim project? And if so, how are these 
aspects described and analyzed? In order to find out, I will critically discuss the available 
scholarly publications that deal with the various fields per category starting with 
contemporary politics and the promotion of the dynastic image. The other categories are the 
impact of the economic policy on the public image of the dynasty, the paradigms framing the 
accomplishments of Ahmed III and Mahmud I, and the study of Ottoman water architecture 
and patronage in current scholarship.   
 
The Taksim water project: a historiographical introduction 
The Taksim project is situated in the period of 1703-40 when the imperial family sought to 
represent itself through a distinct and eclectic decorative program that was applied to a variety 
of projects under royal architectural patronage. Experiments with this new royal style were 
initiated after the enthronement of Ahmed III (r. 1703-30), and it is not unlikely that they 
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were prompted by the socio-political realities of the time that culminated in the "Edirne 
Incident" (Edirne Vakʿası) of 1703 which helped Ahmed III on the throne. This uprising 
started when a mutiny broke out in the corps of armorers (cebeci) in İstanbul, who demanded 
direct payment of their salaries. After the government had threathened to crack down on the 
mutineers, they marched across the city to gather support and assembled in the Old Barracks 
at the Et Meydanı (Meat Square) where the janissary regiments joined them. During the 
following days, various segments from society made common cause with the mutinying 
soldiers, and as soon as Mustafa II learned of a rebel army that was marching on Edirne to 
demand his deposition, the sultan decided to abdicate in favor of his younger brother Ahmed 
III. The new sultan conceded to the demands of the rebels, and confirmed the appointments of 
the officials whom they had nominated. After that, he discharged and exiled most of the 
officials who were associated with Mustafa II and his former grand mufti Feyzullah Efendi 
through blood, marriage, and patronage. The former grand mufti himself was decapitated as a 
punishment for his reputed nepotism. In addition, Ahmed III decided to resettle the court in 
İstanbul (one of the conditions of the rebels) and leave for the city directly following his 
enthronement in August 1703.  
A number of historiographical studies has been conducted into the nature of the Edirne 
Event of which I will discuss the four most relevant publications. These are "The 1703 
Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics" of Rifa'at Ali Abou-El-Haj, "Justice and 
Revenge in the Ottoman Rebellion of 1703" of Annemarike Stremmelaar, and "Empire of 
Difference. The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective" written by Karen Barkey.1 The fourth 
study is not so much a historiographical account of the Edirne Event, but examines the system 
of Ottoman rule from the point of view of the dynasty and in particular the role of the royal 
women: "The Imperial Harem. Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire" by Leslie 
Peirce.2  
 The abovementioned publications explain the political dynamics of the early 
eigtheenth century, but the main driving force behind the violent power shift of 1703 is 
subject to varying interpretations. Abou-el-Haj has argued that the Edirne Event did not 
exemplify a class or corporate conflict but rather was the ultimate representation of a power 
struggle between coalescing factions that were drawn from various groups, such as the 
1 Rifa'at Ali Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (İstanbul: Nederlands 
Historisch-Archeologisch Instituut te İstanbul, 1984); Karen Barkey, Empire of Difference. The Ottomans in 
Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Annemarike Stremmelaar, Justice 
and Revenge in the Ottoman Rebellion of 1703 (Doctoral diss., Leiden University, 2007). 
2 Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem. Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York/Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1993). 
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ʿulema, the military, and the merchants. He ascribes the pivotal role in the organization and 
development of the rebellion to the elite households of viziers and pashas from which part of 
the leadership originated, and that were recognized as a growing and dominant power 
structure in Ottoman political life. According to Abou el-Haj, the rebellion points to the 
reduced powers held by the sultan and his court who, together with the military establishment, 
took secondary roles in the formulation and execution of policy. The new power balance after 
1703 is thus said to have paved the way for more decentralization as the sultan was compelled 
to seek the support of grandee households. Annemarike Stremmelaar however downplayed 
the influence that was exerted by the grandee households during the revolt, and has 
emphasized the role of the mutinying and rebelling mob which consisted of regular and 
irregular soldiers, high and low holders of legal offices, guilds, students, and other city 
dwellers. She argues that the military establishment initiated the revolt and shaped public 
opinion, while other societal groups either forcibly or willingly cooperated. Nevertheless, 
both authors agree in emphasizing that the revolt primarly grew out of the failure to 
peacefully resolve the question over membership and participation in the government.3  
 In line with this argument, Lesley Peirce contends that the violent depositions of 
sultans in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries were a natural consequence of the 
transition from a system of open succession to seniority. Wars of succession among Ottoman 
princes were replaced by depositions as the ultimate tool through which the public could 
express its approval, or lack thereof, of the government. Depositions were an attack on the 
authority of the imperial family, and necessitated most notably its female members to reclaim 
legitimacy through a variety of ways: diplomacy, architectural patronage, and the building of 
trust networks with potent dignitaries. In spite of these violent ruptures in the composition of 
government, Karen Barkey argues, the Ottoman state remained intact during the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries and demonstrated a continuing resilience and flexibility when 
confronted with social transformations. She speaks of a "negotiated empire" that was 
continuously empowered through alliances of societal forces present in every corner and 
regional hub of the empire that sought to influence policymaking at the center, which 
sometimes resulted in radical regime changes. Emphasis needs to be placed on the fact that 
the government in İstanbul always maintained a hierarchical approach when dealing with 
power relations between the center and the provinces, although their nature and content 
remained subject to negotiation.4 Both Peirce and Barkey offer an alternative perspective to 
3 Abou-el-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion, 88; Stremmelaar, Justice and Revenge, 174-179.  
4 Peirce, The Imperial Harem. 
9 
 
                                                             
Introduction 
 
the socio-political potential of the court that is absent in the explanations of Abou-el-Haj and 
Stremmelaar. The latter stress the predominance of either elite grandee households or the 
military establishment, and reduce the role of members from the imperial family to passive 
spectators and outsiders in a society they cannot control. Instead, Peirce and Barkey shape an 
image in which the court was perfectly capable of dealing with societal change and 
maintaining dynastic authority.  
 The violent power shift of the Edirne Event necessitated a drastic transformation of the 
public image the Ottoman dynasty disseminated across society and abroad, and marked a 
decisive moment for the urban and architectural history of İstanbul to which the imperial 
court of Ahmed III returned after an absence of almost fifty years. Almost immediately after 
his return to İstanbul, Ahmed III ordered the Chief Royal Gardener (bostāncı-başı) in 1704 to 
set up an inventory for the buildings and furnishings of the numerous royal pavilions and 
garden estates along the suburban waterfront. The imperial order was intended to restore the 
palatial garden estates of Sultan Süleyman I at Davudpaşa which came to be known as the 
Tersāne (Naval Arsenal) Gardens, and the nearby Karaağaç Gardens of Yusuf Efendi both 
located along the shores of the Golden Horn. Right after their completion, Ahmed III revived 
the sixteenth-century tradition of royal retreat (göç-i hümāyūn) to spend the summer months 
in the renovated garden estates. In the summer of 1704, the sultan left the New Palace (sārāy-ı 
cedīd, present-day Topkapı Palace) and relocated his court at the Tersāne Gardens in the 
company of an elaborate public procession that transported the sacred mantle and flag of the 
prophet with him, and having resided there for 101 days he moved to the Karaağaç Gardens. 
The following month, he returned to his winter residence at the New Palace, but after six days 
returned to the Tersāne Gardens to visit a banquet for which he was invited by his grand 
vizier. Moreover, the sultan entertained himself with visiting members of the imperial family 
in their waterfront pavilions (köşk) and summer houses (yalı), most notably the summer house 
of the queen mother. This pattern was repeated during subsequent years and reenacted against 
the backdrop of a growing number of suburban palaces. The inventory also comprised the 
contiguous palaces of Mehmed IV and his grand vizier Kara Mehmed Paşa known as Çinili 
Köşk in Beşiktaş, which were restored and refurbished in 1704, and underwent the assembly 
of their gardens and the addition of several pavilions between 1706-11.5 Three palaces on the 
Asian shore were subjected to construction activities during the later years of Ahmed III's 
5 Tülay Artan, Architecture as a Theatre of Life: Profile of the Eighteenth-Century Bosphorus (PhD diss., MIT, 
1988), 29-34; Shirine Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures. Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century (Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 2008), 24.  
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reign. These were the old Üsküdar palace, which constituted several villas (kaṣır), reception 
halls, and rooms allocated to courtiers and members of the dynasty, the waterfront palace of 
Şerefābād (Abode of Honor), and the palace in the İstavroz Gardens.6  
 Although the sultan was compelled to spend protracted periods in Edirne because of 
the dangers of war with Russia in 1713 and Venice in 1715, İstanbul would remain his 
permanent seat of residence. This was, among others, symbolized in the construction of a new 
privy chamber for Ahmed III in the harem of the New Palace in 1705. The chamber became 
known as the Fruit Room (Yemiş Odası) after the colorfully painted scheme of bowls laden 
with fruits and pots full of flowers and was used for dining.7 The conclusion of a peace treaty 
with the Habsburg Empire in 1718 allowed the sultan to leave the safe surroundings of his 
temporary residence in Edirne and return to İstanbul for the last time. His return heralded a 
period of renewed construction activities that was initiated with the construction of the 
Çırağan (Lamps) Palace for the new grand vizier (Nevşehirli Damad İbrahim Paşa since 
1718) in Beşiktaş in 1719. But a far more impressive project was started to the north of the 
Golden Horn where the river Kağıthane was canalized in 1720, after which the two banks of 
the river were opened up for construction in 1722. Within several months, a number of royal 
pavillions was built that were referred to as Şevketābād (Abode of Desire), Saʿdābād (Abode 
of Happiness), Ḫayrābād (Abode of Goodness), Ḫüsrevābād (Abode of the Mythical King 
Khusraw), and Hümāyūnābād (Abode of the Emperor) to which later Hürremābād (Abode of 
Joy) was added in 1723. The entire compound became known as Saʿdābād and in a departure 
from established practice neighboring plots of land were distributed to approximately 156 
courtiers, grandees, and local people who were encouraged to build their own villa's, 
pavilions, gardens, and pools.8 This novel arrangement brought the ruling elite and the ruled 
together in unprecedented proximity, and afforded the populace unprecedented visual access 
to those who governed them. The construction of Saʿdābād turned the surrounding landscape 
into a popular suburban recreational ground for the city's inhabitants, and created an official 
and controllable venue for leisure that defined and delineated the physical sphere in which 
urban life could be realized.9 In the same year, ʿAynalı Kavak Palace, which originated in a 
6 Artan, Theatre of Life, 49-52.  
7 Tülay Artan, 'Arts and Architecture' in Suraiya Faroqhi, The Cambridge History of Turkey. Vol. 3: The later 
Ottoman Empire, 1603-1839 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 464-465.  
8 Artan, Theatre of Life, 34-36; Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 59-61; Rüstem Ünver, Architecture for a New 
Age: Imperial Ottoman Mosques in Eighteenth-Century Istanbul (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2013), 43-58. 
9 Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 125-126.  
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pavilion of Mehmed II, was rebuilt and embellished with Venetian mirrors which Venice 
offered after the peace treaty of 1718.10  
 Still, inspite of the construction activities along the waterfront of the Golden Horn, the 
focal point for royal excursions had already shifted toward the Bosphorus where the Beşiktas 
Palace (Çinili Köşk) had won favor as the primary summer residence during the 1720s. 
Ahmed III first built the summer palace Emnābād (Abode of Security) for his daughter Fatma 
Sultan between Salıpazarı and Fındıklı in 1725,11 and during the following years between 
1725-28 a series of pavilions (ḳaṣır) was built along the shores of Bosphorus to house the 
sultan, the grand vizier, and the grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa Paşa, who was son-in-law of 
the latter. 12 Simultaneously, extensive construction activities were started at the imperial 
garden estates such as the Tokat gardens in 1727 and the Kandilli gardens in 1728.13 The 
topography of the suburban retreats along the Bosphorus discloses a carefully planned 
hierarchy in the settlement of members from the imperial family, who were followed first by 
the high ranking in-laws of the imperial family, and second by representatives of the higher 
echelons from the administrative command. The absolute distance to the traditional center of 
power at the New Palace on İstanbul Peninsula was vital to the organization of space and 
related to the socio-political hierarchy.14 Conspicuous parties for the elite and daily visits of 
the sultan to the private waterfront residences of dignitaries in the central administration had 
become a common practice through which the sovereign could rally the support of his allies 
and foster the cohesion of his government.15 
 The development of Ottoman art and architecture during the eighteenth century is a 
topic that has been rather understudied in comparison with studies focusing on the Classical 
Period of Ottoman history. However, three scholars stand out for the new approach they have 
employed in their research and the ways in which they have connected the art-historical 
processes to the larger picture in Ottoman historiography: Tülay Artan, Shirine Hamadeh, and 
Rüstem Ünver. The first, Tülay Artan pioneered research in the art history of the eighteenth 
century, and achieved a "narrative reconstruction" of the numerous royal waterfront palaces, 
elite pavilions and summer houses. 16  Her profile of the contemporary Bosphorus 
10 Artan, Theatre of Life, 38-41.  
11 Ibid, 46-49.  
12 These are the villas Nisbetiye (Proportion) in Bebek, Süreyya (Star) in Kuruçeşme, the palace Neşatābād 
(Abode of Gaiety) in Defterdarburnu, Şerefābād (Abode of Honor) in Üsküdar, and Ferahābād (Abode of 
Cheerfullness) in Çengelköy: ibid, 34-36. 
13 Ibid, 50.  
14 Ibid, 74.  
15 Ibid, 46. 
16 Ibid, 2-5. 
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predominantly leans on textual sources, since all waterfront structures of the period were 
largely built of timber and wood, and were generally demolished and rebuilt as property 
changed hands frequently. But despite the ephemeral and transitory nature of the architecture 
under study, Artan was able to ascertain that the court developed what she calls a "theatre of 
life" along the European and Asian shores of the Bosphorus where the palatial architecture 
served as a ceremonial stage to display the splendor and magnificence of the imperial family. 
Moreover, her analysis of the period's art and architecture has revealed a process of 
interaction between innovation and tradition. For instance, artists broke with the conventions 
that were established during previous centuries and sought for novel expressions of especially 
non-religious scenes, i.e. common aspects of the urban life in miniatures, wall paintings, and 
poetry.17  
 Shirine Hamadeh expanded on the dissertation of Artan, and subjected her study of 
palatial garden estates to further research including the fields of water architecture and poetic 
epigraphy. Hamadeh has characterized the increased visibility of the court as an expression of 
the search for a new visual language to communicate legitimacy and renegotiate status in 
society.18 Imperial processions broke with the sixteenth-century concept of the invisible but 
omnipresent sultan, and instead visually demarcated his presence in the capital through 
sumptuous festivities that were held against a backdrop of palatial architecture along the 
shores of the Bosphorus. They were designed to confirm the empire's unwavering power and 
opulence in times of military defeat and increased diplomatic activity. But most of all did the 
pageantry reflect the "recapture" of the physical and social fabric of a city in which the court 
was anxious to control its changing social environment that was galvanized through the 
emergence of a political and financial urban elite. 19  Hamadeh reformulated Artan's 
observations on the interaction between innovation and tradition, and speaks of an "opening 
up" (décloisonnement) between different cultural traditions and practices that resulted from 
cross-cultural exchange and a greater porosity in the sensibilities of various social groups. In 
line with this argument, she claims that the expansion of the interface between court and 
society caused the royal prerogative of tastemaker to go in retreat, when tastes and aesthetics 
could travel up the social ladder instead of trickling down and across the social spectrum.20  
 Whereas Hamadeh puts emphasis on the emergence of a new social order that offered 
fierce competition to dynastic authority, Rüstem Ünver contends that with the reign of Ahmed 
17 Artan, Theatre of Life, 452-458.  
18 Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 3-8. 
19 Ibid, 33-51.  
20 Ibid, 72-75. 
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III started an architectural and artistic campaign that was specifically designed to 
counterbalance the new social order. 21  Ünver has closely followed and analyzed the 
construction and architectural traits of sultanic mosques during the eighteenth century. He 
argues that the court starting with the reign of Ahmed III developed a stylistic or decorative 
program that had to appeal to both domestic and international audiences, and was 
characterized by a rearrangement of traditional elements with new decorative motifs that were 
adaptations of European, Safavid, and Moghul art forms. A characteristic example of the 
decorative program is the application of floral and vegetal imagery that was distinguished 
from established forms by its lively naturalism.22 The new decorative program raised the 
demand for tile work which led to the opening of a new factory in Tekfur Sarayı in İstanbul 
somewhere between 1720-25, that introduced new assemblies of old decorative motifs while 
reproducing traditional models at the same time.23 The new manner was favored by the 
architectural patronage of the period and fed a demand for cost-effective and rapidly executed 
projects, which in itself explains the relative small size and ephemeral nature of most of the 
architecture originating in this period.24  
 The art-historical perspective on the reign of Ahmed III thus complements the 
argument which we discussed earlier that the court demonstrated renewed vigor during the 
first half of the eighteenth century. The application of the novel decorative program reached 
its peak during the grand vizierate of the royal son-in-law (Damad) Nevşehirli İbrahim Paşa 
(d. 1730) who, prior to his appointment, was married to Fatma Sultan, firstborn and daughter 
of Ahmed III, which sealed his fate to that of the dynasty. Damad İbrahim thus had a 
significant interest in exhibiting a positive public image of both the imperial family as well as 
his own administration, and coordinated both public manifestations of royal grandeur as well 
as several projects of building patronage. The new visual language of the court intended to 
communicate and legitimize dynastic authority by emphasizing the sumptuous wealth of 
Ahmed III and his allies, that was diverted to displays of conspicuous consumption and 
Islamic charity. Dynastic festivals were organized for the circumcision of princes and the 
wedding of princesses which were open to the public, and allowed for state grandees to 
associate themselves with the imperial household and gain public acclaim and recognition. 
21 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age. 
22 Shirine Hamadeh, ‘Splash and Spectacle. The Obsession with Fountains in Eighteenth Century Istanbul’ in 
Muqarnas, Vol. 19 (2002), 131-133; Ünver, 58-69.  
23 Hans Theunissen, 'Dutch Tiles in 18th Century Ottoman Baroque-Rococo Interios: Hünkâr Sofası and Hünkâr 
Hamamı' in Sanat Tarihi Dergisi Sayı VXIII/2 (Bornova/İzmir: Ekim 2009), 121-125; Hans Theunissen, 'Tekfur 
Sarayı: Een korte maar fascinerende periode in de Turkse tegelgeschiedenis' in Tegel 38/2010, 13-16. 
24 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 43-69.  
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The circumcision festival of October 1720 is such an example which was dedicated to the four 
sons of Ahmed III along with the sons of Damad İbrahim and janissary commander (yeniçeri 
ağası) Mehmed Ağa, and some five thousands boys from poor families who were included in 
the ritual. The feast was located at Ok Meydanı (Archery Grounds) overlooking the Golden 
Horn, and lasted fifteen days during which several banquets, artistic performances, firework 
displays, and circumcision parades were held.25  
 In addition, collective royal marriages were organized during the 1720s that offered 
another opportunity to showcase the prestige and fertility of the dynasty together with that of 
the grandees who married into the imperial household. The grand vizier Damad İbrahim 
carefully orchestrated the wedding ceremony of 1724 to impress the capital, and married his 
own son Genç Mehmed Paşa (from an earlier marriage) and his nephew ʿAli Paşa to the 
daughters of Ahmed III, ʿAtike Sultan and Ümmügülsüm Sultan respectively. He also 
arranged for the marriage of Hafız Ahmed Paşa, son of Sinek ʿOsman Paşa, to (Küçük) 
Hadice Sultan to be included in the wedding ceremony of 1724. Four years later, in 1728, 
three more daughters of the sultan were married off for the first time: (Küçük) Ayşe Sultan to 
Silahdar Mehmed Paşa; Saliha Sultan to Sarı Musafa Paşa, then commander of Revan; and 
Zeyneb Sultan to Sinek Mustafa Paşa, another nephew of the grand vizier and second stable 
master (mīrāḫūr-ı sāni). The marriage of the princesses was celebrated with much pomp and 
display in processions that centered around the Hippodrome and the palace of the grand 
vizier, which was located opposite the Alay Köşkü (Procession Pavilion) on the plot of the 
present-day Şengül Hamamı. 26  Although the manifestations were ceremonially centered 
around the abundant wedding gifts and the transportation of the princesses' trousseaus from 
the imperial harem to their new convivial residences, in practice they served to enhance the 
public understanding that the royal bridegrooms were the relatives and trustees of Damad 
İbrahim.27  
 The dynastic festivals were part and parcel of an international practice of conspicuous 
consumption in which the display of exquisite commodities prompted a continuing dialogue 
with both European and Asian regimes on the nature of nobility. Flowers and gardens, the 
collection of curiosa, foreign nouveautés and objets d'arts helped elaborate a diplomatic 
25 Esin Atıl, Levni and the Surname: the Story of an Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Festival (İstanbul: Koçbank, 
1999), 15-53. 
26 Tülay Artan, 'Royal weddings and the Grand Vezirate: Institutional and symbolic change in the early 
eighteenth century' in Jeroen Duindam et. al., Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires. A Global 
Perspective (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2011); and 'The making of the Sublime Porte near the Alay Köşkü and Tour 
of a Grand Vizieral Palace at Süleymaniye' in Turcica 43 (2011), 145-206. 
27 Artan, 'Royal Weddings', 354-368. 
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language that was first and foremost expressed in the design and decoration of palatial 
architecture. The easy entry and circulation of foreign commodities demonstrated the 
quickening pace and growing volume of interregional commercial exchange which was partly 
fostered by the relatively peaceful relations between the Ottoman Empire and European 
powers after 1718.28 Horticulture and porcelains fabricated in China and Europe appear to 
have been among the most popular products that were sought after by the Ottoman elite.29 
Moreover, the intercultural exchange enabled foreign technologies to be adopted that, apart 
from the establishment of the first fire brigade (tulumbacı ocağı) and the introduction of 
maritime and military techniques,30 stimulated the production of knowledge under patronage 
of Damad İbrahim. The latter organized translation committees in which he enrolled his 
favorite scribes from the government administration who were to translate many renowned 
Arabic, Persian, Latin, and Greek works into Turkish. The foundation of the first printing 
press in the private residence of İbrahim Müteferrika in 1726, and the establishment of a 
paper mill in Yalova were to facilitate the dissemination of knowledge through printed books 
that could be accessed in the new libraries built across the empire.31 A new library had 
already been constructed under the patronage of Ahmed III in the Third Courtyard of the New 
Palace which was completed in the year 1719. The sultan commissioned a second library to 
be built in Bahçekapı next to the tomb of Hadice Turhan Valide Sultan, and Damad İbrahim 
opened another library in his religious complex in Şehzadebaşı that was completed in 1720.32  
 However, the promotion of the imperial family's public image did not rely on 
manifestations of largesse and splendor exclusively, but also included acts of (religiously 
inspired) munificence that benefited Ottoman society at large.33 The water infrastructure of 
28 Ariel Salzmann, 'The Age of Tulips: Confluence and Conflict in Early Modern Consumer Culture (1550-
1730)' in Donald Quataert, Consumption Studies and the History of the Ottoman Empire, 1550-1922. An 
Introduction (New York: State University of New York Press, 2000), 92-94.  
29 Tülay Artan, 'Eighteenth Century Ottoman Princesses as Collectors: Chinese and European Porcelains in the 
Topkapı Palace Museum' in Ars Orientalis (Globalizing Cultures: Art and Mobility in the Eighteenth Century), 
Vol.39 2011, 113-146; Abdülkadir Özcan, 'Lale Devri' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 27 
(Ankara: 2003), 82-83; Salzmann, 'The Age of Tulips', 92-94; Hans Theunissen, 'Double Dutch' in Jan Schmidt, 
Nederland in Turkije - Turkije in Nederland: 400 jaar Vriendschap (Leiden: Leiden University Press, 2012). 
30 Münir Aktepe, 'Ahmed III' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 2 (İstanbul: 1995), 37; Özcan, 'Lale 
Devri', 82.  
31 Ahmet Bilaloğlu, The Ottomans during the Early Enlightenment. The case of the  public libraries of Mahmud I 
(MA thesis, Central European University, 2013), 24-43.  
32 Aktepe, 'Ahmed III', 38; İsmail E. Erünsal, 'Damad İbrâhim Paşa Kütüphanesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 8 (İstanbul: 1993), 449; Semavi Eyice, 'Ahmed III Kütüphanesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 2 (İstanbul: 1989), 40-41. 
33 The performance of charitable works was part of Islamic tradition in the Ottoman Empire, and comprised 
among others the replacement of the mosque's illumination, minaret, minbar, decoration of tomb-cenotaphs, the 
endowment of small libraries, or complete reconstruction works in the event of a fire. For a survey of charitable 
works conducted in mosques through the patronage of sultans and prominent courtiers and grandees, read: 
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İstanbul and the suburban settlements was drastically renovated and expanded under the 
patronage of Ahmed III. The sultan reconstructed the Great Dam in the Belgrade Forest which 
provisioned İstanbul Peninsula, and ordered the expansion of the Damad İbrahim Paşa water 
supply line in Üsküdar. Next to that, he intitiated the implementation of the Taksim water 
network to the north of the Golden Horn. Moreover, numerous neighborhoods were 
revitalized with the establishment of pious endowments that were sponsored through the 
resources of high ranking government officials. For instance, Damad İbrahim constructed a 
religious complex in Şehzadebaşı which, apart from the earlier mentioned library, contained a 
neighborhood mosque (mescid), a hadith school (dārü ʾl-ḥadīs), and a fountain pavilion 
(çeşme-sebīl). The neighborhood around present-day Sirkeci was enriched with another hadith 
school and a bathhouse (ḥammam), and the neighborhood of Hocapaşa was endowed with a 
primary school (sıbyan mektebi) and two fountains. His patronage activities moreover 
extended beyond the capital for a large religious complex was constructed in his birthplace 
Muşkara, which was renamed Nevşehir, that contained a congregational mosque (cāmiʿ), a 
vocational school (mekteb), a high school (medrese), a bathhouse, and two fountains. His son-
in-law and assistant (ṣadr-ı aʿzām ketḫüdası) Kethüda Mehmed Paşa, who was married to his 
daughter Hibetullah Hanım, transformed a small mosque in Ortaköy into a congregational 
mosque, and constructed several fountains in the capital. Furthermore, the grand admiral 
(ḳapūdān-ı deryā) and second son-in-law of the grand vizier Kaymak Mustafa Paşa, who was 
married to his daughter Fatma Hanım, built a congregational mosque along with a fountain in 
Üsküdar.34 Emphasis needs to be placed on the fact that although İstanbul served as center 
stage for building patronage and urban festivities, this did not necessarily imply that the 
provinces were denied the acts of munificence from the center. The remains of water 
architecture from this period scattered around the Balkans slightly hint at a reality in which 
the presence and visual image of the sultan and his family was also promoted in the empire's 
provinces.35  
Thus, the deposition of Mustafa II in 1703 had challenged dynastic legitimacy to the 
extent that his successor Ahmed III was urged to formulate a new public image that was 
primarily bent on visibility and grandeur. Old palaces were restored and new imperial abodes 
Howard Crane, The Garden of the Mosques. Hafız Hüseyin al-Ayvansarayî's Guide to the Muslim Monuments of 
Ottoman Istanbul (Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill, 2000). 
34 Hatice Aynur & Hakan T. Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri (1703-1730) (İstanbul: Çağdaş Ltd. 
Şti, 1995), 60-62. 
35 Maximilian Hartmuth, 'Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Architecture and the Problem of Scope: A Critical View 
from the Balkan "Periphery" in Thirteenth International Congress of Turkish Art proceedings (Budapest: 
Hungarian National Museum, 2009), 300-304.  
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were constructed, while urban festivals celebrated the sumptuous wealth of the sultan's 
household. But the new image did not draw exclusively from conspicuous consumption, and 
was to a considerable extent paralleled by works of Islamic charity. Benevolent investments 
of both royalty and urban elite targeted the upgrading of the religious and educational 
infrastructure of the capital and the provinces, and was also diverted to the distribution of 
water to bathhouses and fountains.  
This survey raises a number of questions in relation to the Taksim water project which 
have not yet been addressed in current scholarship. First of all, studies dealing with politics in 
general do not deal with the project as an expression of political consolidation. Yet, the 
specific timing of the construction project is significant as the building activities were 
continued shortly after the outbreak of the Patrona Revolt, which had ended the reign of 
Ahmed III. In addition, the dynastic character of the project appears to be completely ignored, 
and art-historical scholarship does not fully recognize the value of the Taksim water network 
as a product of royal patronage. However, my overview above suggests that there are ample 
reasons to look at the Taksim project from the point of view of politics and patronage, 
because it seems that the construction of fountains and water infrastructure did form part of 
the royal campaign to promote the public image of the dynasty. This then raises a number of 
additional research questions which deserve more scholarly attention: to what extent did the 
uprising succeed in manipulating the existing power balance which Ahmed III and Damad 
İbrahim had sought to uphold? How did Mahmud I consolidate his reign, and deal with the 
turbulent aftermath of the rebellion? The next paragraph will try to complement our 
understanding of the intensive construction activities during the eighteenth century, and 
concentrates on the economical perspective. 
 
Economic problems and lavish expenditures: a counterproductive policy? 
Despite the fact that the lavish expenditures of the court were partly intended to strenghten the 
social infrastructure of the capital, a number of studies on the economic history of the 
eighteenth century points out that the collection of the necessary revenues also generated 
discontent with the empire's social and economic situation and adversely affected the public 
image of the imperial family and ruling circles. The most influential scholars in the economic 
debate have been Robert Olson, Mehmed Genç, Şevket Pamuk, Ariel Salzmann, and Rhoads 
Murphey, whom I will not discuss in a chronological order but in a manner that interconnects 
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and synthesizes their academic contributions.36 Şevket Pamuk has revealed that until the very 
end of the seventeenth century, the Ottoman government was confronted with a nearly empty 
treasury as a result of war expenses, the decline of the silver aḳçe, and the circulation of 
debased coins imported from Europe.37 Therefore, the first act of Ahmed III's enthronement 
was the introduction of a new silver coin in 1703, the ḳuruş, that was modeled after the 
European groschen. The monetary reforms of 1715/16 helped stabilize the new coin which 
was supported by a considerable expansion in Ottoman trade with central and western Europe, 
the operation of new silver mines in Anatolia, and the increased centralization of mint activity 
which aimed to diminish the predominance of European counterfeit currencies in the 
provinces. 38  The contribution of Mehmed Genç has demonstrated that the relative 
stabilization of the ḳuruş helped to enhance the financial conditions of the state treasury that 
were additionally recovered through a policy of fiscalism, which aimed to maximize state 
revenues and prevent the treasury from falling below already-attained levels. 39  Fiscal 
compliance was increased in particular during the grand vizierate of Damad İbrahim who 
introduced new taxes, subjected non-tax paying regions to duties by demanding tithes on 
crops and excises on locally manufactured or imported products, and reduced expenditures on 
the military after a series of audit campaigns.40 Furthermore, Rhoads Murphey argues that 
considerable investments were made for the upgrading, modernization and expansion of 
existing pious foundations (vaḳf). In addition, new foundations with economic capacities were 
constructed which lead to a period of commercial renewal, and maximized the revenue that 
was drawn from commercial taxes.41  
 The implementation of austerity measures formed the second method that 
characterized the fiscalist policies of the government and was realized in the subcontracting of 
tax collection. The problems encountered with tax collection posed one of the greatest threats 
to the stability of state budgets, and were dealt with through the introduction in 1695 of a 
36 Mehmet Genç, 'Ottoman Industry in the Eighteenth Century: General Framework, Characteristics and Main 
Trends' in Donald Quataert, Manufacturing in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey, 1500-1950 (Binghamton: State 
University of New York Press, 1994); Rhoads Murphey, ‘The Growth in Istanbul’s Commercial Capacity, 1700-
1765: The Role of New Commercial Construction and Renovation in Urban Renewal’ in Acta Orientalia 
Academiae Scientiarum Hung, Vol. 61 (1–2) (2008); Robert Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion 
of 1730: A Realignment in Ottoman Politics?' in Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient, Vol. 
17, No. 3 (Sep., 1974); Şevket Pamuk, A Monetary History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2000); Ariel Salzmann, 'An Ancien Régime Revisited. 'Privatization' and Political Economy in 
the Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Empire' in Politics & Society (2003:21). 
37 Pamuk, A Monetary History, 149-158. 
38 Ibid, 159-170. 
39 Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-63. 
40 Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 333-337; Salzmann, 'An Ancien Régime Revisited', 398-
400. 
41 Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-63; Murphey, ‘Istanbul’s Commercial Capacity’, 148-151. 
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system of life-term revenue tax farms (malikāne-i muḳāṭaʿa). The collection of public 
revenues was auctioned off to the highest bidder who then paid the treasury an advance that 
was usually exponentially higher than the annual profit. Afterwards, the contractor (mültezim) 
held an exclusive and livelong claim over the tithe and taxation on peasant production, custom 
duties, manufacture, or whatever the tax farm covered, provided that the former continued to 
remit annual payments to the state treasury. During the course of the eighteenth century, the 
system of tax farms was expanded to the extent that it affected all taxable economic activities, 
reduced state expenditures, and provided the latter with a considerable amount of direct cash 
flow.42 The award of life-term tax farming contracts was a considerable victory for the urban 
(Muslim) elite and became one of the bases for their personal wealth. Nevertheless, Ariel 
Salzmann has pointed out that the predominance among contractors of palace figures, military 
officials, state officials, and the İstanbul ʿulema exemplified a process of renegotiating rights 
and reorganizing provincial administration that helped rationalize the interdependent nature of 
rule between state and society. For as long as the state sector remained an important 
investment opportunity for the urban elite, the regime could lay claim to their material and 
political loyalty.43 
 The system of life-term tax farms intended to encourage contractors to increase the 
production of the resources from which they collected tax revenues. Indeed, new contractors 
helped to improve productivity in the tax farms they bought through the maintenance of 
security, the provision of credits and the implementation of long-term investments. However, 
Robert Olson has drawn attention to the fact that the negative effects were largely averted to 
those who were subjected to the tax regime. Tax farms were often subcontracted to second 
and event third parties which raised the tax burden for those working on it considerably, as a 
consequence of the asset's value that increased over consecutive sales. In addition, the 
economy became subject to a process of militarization/bureaucratization when low-ranking 
janissaries were encouraged to commit their salaries to the state treasury, and receive a 
position within the guild administration. The janissaries then operated as middle men (dellal) 
between the artisanal producers and the retailers establishing a double guild administration. 
The development burdened the guilds with double expenses although artisans believed they 
would derive extra income from the security and privileges provided by the middle men. The 
positions turned into taxable assets and were increasingly auctioned off as life-term tax farms 
that were sought after by artisans wishing to strengthen their monopolies. Such monopolistic 
42 Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-63; Salzmann, 'An Ancien Régime Revisited', 400-404. 
43 Salzmann, 'An Ancien Régime Revisited', 408-410. 
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trends were welcomed by the government who clearly saw the advantages in its prevention of 
smuggling and the overall clarity of responsibilities in the production process. Nevertheless, 
state efforts to tightly control the market disrupted the autonomy of the guilds and the 
development of a competitive market. In addition, the fiscalist impulses of the government 
and the life-term tax farms in particular were detrimental to the social welfare of large 
segments of society, and became a breeding ground for popular unrest.44 
 The profound economic growth that made the government's fiscalist policies fruitful 
were facilitated through a long period of diplomatic stability with the neighboring states to the 
north and west of the Ottoman Empire. The Treaty of the Prut (1711) ended a period of 
irregularities between the Ottoman Empire and Russia over hegemony in the area north of the 
Black Sea, and was concluded largely in favor of the Ottomans who regained control over the 
region around the Sea of Azov. For a short period they were equally successful in the 
Mediterranean: the Ottomans succeeded in the conquest of the Peloponnesus (Morea) from 
the Republic of Venice, and took hold of the latter's last remaining strongholds on the island 
of Crete between 1714-15. However, the assault on the island of Corfu in 1716 was thwarted 
by the forces of the Habsburg Empire who launched a successful offensive at Petrovaradin 
that lead to the loss of the Banat region and the capture of Belgrade in 1717. The Ottomans 
were forced to sign a peace treaty which resulted in the Treaty of Passarowitz (Požarevac) in 
1718 that, although reducing the Ottoman sphere of influence to the south of the Danube, 
prevented more losses in the area of present-day Serbia and normalized the diplomatic 
relationship with the Venetians. Still, the situation at the eastern border of the Empire was 
rather volatile when in 1722 Safavid Persia was overrun by Turkish-Afghan tribes who 
managed to capture Kerman, Yazd and Mashhad, and besieged the capital of Isfahan forcing 
the shah to abdicate in favor of Tahmasb II. The Ottomans and Russians immediately took 
hold of this opportunity and split up the northern part of Persia (İran Mükasemenamesi, 
1724), while the Ottomans in addition took hold of the cities of Hamadan and Kermanshah. 
The Safavids threatened to retake their territories after which Ahmed III gave command for 
the mobilization of his forces in Üsküdar on 31 July 1730. However, the mobilization did not 
lead to a new campaign, and the army simply stayed in Üsküdar. When news spread that the 
Safavids had recaptured Tabriz, tensions rose to a boiling point and resulted in the Patrona 
Revolt on 28 September 1730 which resulted in the deposition of Ahmed III on 1 October.45  
44 Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-63; Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 336-337.  
45 Aktepe, 'Ahmed III', 35-37; Söngül Çolak, 'Patrona Halil Ayaklanması'nı hazırlayan Şartlar ve İsyanın Pay-ı 
Tahttaki Etkileri' in Türkler, Cilt 12 (Ankara: Yeni Türkiye, 2002), 526-529. 
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 Scholarship has traditionally held that the Patrona Revolt primarily targeted the 
reputed decadence and consumption attitudes of the ruling elite: the squandering of money for 
elite festivities, and prestige construction projects. However, as we shall see, shortly after his 
enthronement, Mahmud I would reassume the palatial frenzy along the suburban waterfront 
with renewed energy. Next to that, the resumption of the building activities for the Taksim 
water network is another visible indicator of continuity with the reign of Ahmed III. This 
paradox raises a number of questions: to what extent was the reign of Mahmud I indebted to 
the ruling strategies of his predecessor? More specifically, if the conspicuous consumption of 
Ahmed III led to the Patrona Revolt, then why did Mahmud I chose to continue the 
(apparently) very (risky) policies that brought about the former's deposal? My survey suggests 
that the Taksim water project may have played a crucial role in a much more complicated 
constellation, and that both political and economic perspectives fall short of a social approach 
to the sultan's reign. The motivation behind the project appears to have been partly prompted 
by the interaction between conspicuous consumption and Islamic charity, which I mentioned 
in the previous paragraph. Therefore, did the construction of the water network to some extent 
intend to appease the population? Within what socio-economic context was the Taksim 
project implemented? Among present scholarship, the paradox between the economic 
problems of the empire and the lavish expenditures of the ruling elite has led to the rather 
simplistic view that the contemporary art and architecture was a reflection of decadence and 
degeneration. This view leads us to the next paragraph in which I will discuss the ruling 
paradigms and axioms in (art-)historiographical scholarship. In other words, what specific 
arguments have prompted classical scholars to claim that Ahmed III and his grand vizier 
Damad İbrahim pursued a policy of decadence?  
 
Framing the reign and architectural patronage of Ahmed III and Mahmud I: 
"Tulip Age" and "Ottoman Baroque" 
The latter part of the reign of Ahmed III that corresponds with the tenure of his grand vizier 
Damad İbrahim Paşa (1718-30) has been singled out as a distinct period in classical 
historiography and art history referred to as the "Tulip Age". The term contains a paradigm 
that has been skillfully deconstructed by Can Erimtan in his work "Ottomans Looking West?" 
in which he reveals that the concept of a "Tulip Age" was fabricated around the end of the 
nineteenth century, extensively reproduced and reinterpreted during the course of the 
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twentieth century, and has reappeared in scholarly articles upon this day.46 The narrative of 
the "Tulip Age" knows two contradicting interpretations: the first is the negative portrayal of 
Damad İbrahim who appears as the personification of immorality, decadence, self-indulgence, 
and pursued a hedonistic lifestyle in which the cultivation of the tulip constituted only one of 
his many excesses. Therefore, the grand vizier is strongly condemned for his introduction of 
western habits and entertainment, and together with his alleged inability to uphold the military 
health of the state Damad İbrahim is turned into the father of Ottoman "decline". However, in 
a more positive appraisal of the period the grand vizier has been hailed for the introduction of 
progressive technologies from the West which has led to the argument that the reign of 
Ahmed III demonstrated a positive mentality that was conducive to the introduction of 
modern and progressive forms and ideas. For this reason, the period has been singled out as 
the ultimate origin of reform movements in the empire, which culminated in the proclamation 
of the Tanzimat (Reorganization) in 1839, and laid the foundations for the modern Republic 
of Turkey. In line with this argument, the outburst of the Patrona Revolt in 1730 has been 
exemplified as a struggle between a progressive grand vizier and a reactionary establishment 
of ʿulema.47 Thus, Damad İbrahim is either labeled "hedonist" or "modernizer" and accredited 
both the initiation of the empire's "decline" as well as its reform and the conception of the 
Turkish Republic. 
 Neither interpretation demonstrates any truth about the historical Damad İbrahim Paşa 
nor about the processes Ottoman society went through at the time. What the paradigm does 
demonstrate is the extent to which the idea of the "Tulip Age" has been appropriated into the 
discourse of consecutive political currents. The negative depiction of Damad İbrahim 
originated in the chronicle written by Fındıklılı Şemʿdanizade Süleyman Efendi (d. 1193 AH; 
1779/80) who ascribed the conclusion of a peace treaty with the Habsburgs and the losses on 
the Persian front to the grand vizier's permission of sinful behavior (fısk). Because Damad 
İbrahim not only organized wasteful events to procure his own pleasure, he also set up 
entertainment centers (harmanlık) across the capital to celebrate the end of the month of 
fasting. Şemʿdanizade accounts that these were intended to keep the population docile and 
even promote the immoral behavior of women to disrupt society. The moralizing and 
condemnatory tone of his narrative was incorporated into the "Tārīḫ-i Cevdet" (Chronicle of 
Cevdet, 1270 AH; 1853/54) that was written by Ahmed Cevdet Paşa who was himself a 
46 Can Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West? The Origins of the Tulip Age and its Development in Modern Turkey 
(London/New York: Tauris Academic Studies, 2008). 
47 Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West?, 169-175.  
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statesmen during his lifetime (1822-1895).48 The chronicle disapproves of every aspect of 
Damad İbrahim's tenure in office but is especially critical of his peace policy toward the 
European states, which softened the hearts and minds of both soldiery and ruling elite: 
 
"But after İbrahim Paşa acceded to the grand vizierate and signed the peace treaty, 
the thought of war was utterly eradicated and the warriors who had girded their 
swords were put aside and forsaken. Even the talk of war was forbidden and 
everyone remained far from such claims. Nobody knew the dignity of the sword, 
and while it was broken and lay aside, the people preferred to chitchat and 
surrendered to the pursuit of pleasure. Instead of weaponry, people bought 
playthings and the drill fields were replaced with entertainment facililties".49 
 
The fall of what Cevdet Paşa perceived of as a militaristic society led to the breaking down of 
traditional values and appropriate behavior between men and women. What is more, the 
ruling elite squandered their wealth for the construction of private pleasure abodes and the 
organization of ostentatious festivities. Cevdet Paşa found that the profligacy of the Ottoman 
elite culminated in the consumption and cultivation of the tulip, and was the symptom of an 
immoral society that had disavowed and toppled the traditional order (nizām-ı devlet).50 
 The later historian Ahmed Refik Altınay (1881-1937) attempted to dislodge the 
negative portrayal of Damad İbrahim and decorated his tenure in office with the epithet "Lāle 
Devri" (Tulip Age) that was to be the title of his book in 1914. Ahmed Refik introduced a 
reinterpretation of the grand vizier whose pleasure pursuits were not a symptom of his 
hedonistic lifestyle, but on the contrary constituted events that bestowed honor upon the 
Ottoman state. Moreover, he claimed that this was the first era in Ottoman history when 
European civilization was disseminated in the "East", and paralleled the introduction of 
western ideas with hyperbolic concepts of "awakening" and "renaissance". Ahmed Refik 
acknowledged that the Ottoman military system had declined irretrievably after a series of 
losses in the seventeenth century, and that the ruling class was preoccupied with the pursuit of 
hedonistic pleasures. However, the grand vizier sought to alter the face of the Ottoman system 
48 Ahmed Cevdet Paşa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Cilt 1, trans. (modern Turkish) Dündar Günday (İstanbul: Üçdal 
Neşriyat, 1966). 
49 "Halbuki İbrahim Paşa sadarete gelip de sulh andlaşmasını imzaladıktan sonra, harp düşüncesi tamamen yok 
edilip kılıç kuşanmış gaziler bir kenarda unutulmuştu. Harp lâkırdısı yasak ve herkes bu iddialardan uzaktı. 
Kılıcın kadr ü kıymeti bilinmezdi, kırık, bir kenarda iken sohbet ve safa dalgaları iltifat gördü ve istenildi. Silâh 
imâlâthânesi yerini, minekârı işler aldı. Askerî tâlim yerlerine karşılık yer yer eğlence yerleri kuruldu.": Cevdet 
Paşa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Cilt 1, 67-70. 
50 Ibid, 96-97.  
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through the introduction of a "New Order" (nizām-ı cedīd) by abandoning warlike policies, 
and oppose Europe with the weapons of science and learning. Ahmed Refik clearly attempted 
to stress the progressive nature of Damad İbrahim's policies, and put developments during the 
latter's grand vizierate on a par with the military innovations of Selim III and the modernizing 
reforms of the "Tanzimat".51 The highly civilized character of Ahmed III was in addition 
illustrated through his architectural patronage that was meant to beautify the city. The 
construction of Saʿdābād even exemplified the French influence on the architectural 
landscape as Versailles was said to have functioned as the template for its design.52 
  According to Refik, however, the policies of Damad İbrahim lacked in social scope 
and were unable to prevent the popular disenchantment with the state of affairs. People were 
not used to progress which was a result of despotic sultans but first and foremost of the 
ʿulema and religious schools that educated fanatic students who were sowing the seeds of 
bigotry among them. The ruling elite withheld their wealth from the population, and 
discouraged the dissemination of education and knowledge which made them vulnerable to a 
fanatic and ignorant mob of potential insurgents, i.e. the Patrona Revolt.53 The narratives of 
both Cevdet Paşa and Ahmed Refik reveal the authors' frustration over social and political 
events that influenced their perception of history and the composition of their writings. Most 
notably, Ahmed Refik attempted to supply a historical precedent, and put the Ottoman Empire 
on an equal footing with the nation states of Europe. His criticism of the ʿulema and the 
religious schools during the eighteenth century, moreover, reflects his participation in the 
heated political discussions of 1914 in which he staunchly supported the imposition of 
medrese-reform.54 While Cevdet Paşa's condemnatory narrative of Damad İbrahim largely 
survived in the popular press and imagination of the Turkish Republic,55 the writings of 
Ahmed Refik were appropriated by various scholars of Kemalist leaning that sought to trace 
the origins of Turkish "westernism" and modernity in the Ottoman historical context. The 
introduction of the printing press was said to be responsible for an awakening (intibāh) in the 
arts and sciences such as witnessed in the sixteenth-century European Renaissance,56 and the 
pleasure-seeking of the ruling elite purportedly signified the Ottoman tendency toward 
secularization when people had started to turn away from the restrictions of Islam.57 The label 
51 Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West?, 23-35.  
52 Ibid, 35-41. 
53 Ibid, 44-46.  
54 Ibid, 52-57. 
55 Ibid, 128-131.  
56 Ibid, 103-111.  
57 Ibid, 153-157.  
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"Tulip Age" had became a code word that implicated the Westernization, modernization and 
progress of Ottoman society in historiography. 
Elements from the "Tulip Age" paradigm found resonance in the discipline of art 
history where scholarship was preoccupied with the concepts of "decadence" and 
"Westernization" until the 1980s. Shirine Hamadeh has dealt critically with the predisposed 
perceptions of eighteenth-century art and architecture in her article "Westernization, 
Decadence, and the Turkish Baroque" in which she argues that two premises were instructive 
in shaping these false images. The first is a belief in the higher value of the national character 
of Ottoman art, and the second is founded on the presumption that until the eighteenth century 
Ottoman art had retained its ethnic purity and had not engaged in any dialogue with European 
art. 58 The "Uṣūl-i Miʿmārī-i ʿOsmānī" (Ottoman Architecture) is the first textual source 
representing these presumptions, and was written as a treatise explaining the vocabulary and 
ground rules of Ottoman architecture for the purpose of the Vienna Universal Exposition in 
1873. The work served to clarify the superior qualities of Ottoman architecture on the basis of 
masterpieces from the sixteenth-century "Classical Age" that were opposed to the monuments 
of the eighteenth century. The latter were repudiated as ridicule experiments and imitations of 
European styles.59 The disapproval of eighteenth-century architecture was to be reiterated in 
the work of art historian Celāl Esad Arseven (1876-1971) whose academic ordeal fluctuated 
time and again at the changing political discourses of his time. His first book "Constantinople 
de Byzance à Istanbul" (1909) claimed that the intrusion of European elements into Ottoman 
architecture during the eighteenth century ushered in a process of degeneration, and stripped 
the architecture of the fundamental principles that preserved the specific characteristics of a 
national style. The reign of Ahmed III was, however, exempted from this process, and 
showcased a short moment of regeneration.60 
In 1928, however, Arseven published a revised edition of his earlier work under the 
title "Türk Sanatı" (Turkish Art) in which he introduced a full-fledged periodization that 
started eighteenth-century art history with the "Tulip Age". His narrative was a mimicry of the 
recent publication of Ahmed Refik, and introduced the "Baroque Age" (Barok Devri) as a 
follow-up on his work that stretched from 1730 until 1807 when Selim III was overthrown. 
He argued that while the first period drew on "Eastern" visual traditions, the latter was 
58 Shirine Hamadeh, 'Westernization, Decadence, and the Turkish Baroque: Modern Constructions of the 
Eighteenth Century' in Muqarnas, Vol. 24 (2007). 
59 Zeynep Çelik, The Remaking of Istanbul. Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century (Berkeley/Los 
Angeles/London: California University Press, 1986), 149-151.  
60 Hamadeh, 'Westernization, Decadence, and the Turkish Baroque', 187.  
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influenced by the "West" and witnessed an indigenous process in which the European 
Baroque was reinterpreted. Thus, Arseven carefully relocated the Baroque within the sphere 
of Turkish national art which most presumably resulted from the influences of the Kemalist 
discourse.61 Still, with the publication in 1939 of "L'art turc depuis son origine jusqu'à nos 
jours" he appears to have revised his judgment again, and introduced the concept of 
rationalism. The "Tulip Age" was characterized through the so-called irrational nature of 
architecture, and was a result of fantasy beginning to dominate the minds of the artist. 
Buildings became more frivolous and less sober, whereas the national character of Ottoman 
architecture lay precisely in its having rid itself of excessive ornamentation and having 
developed a pure and rational style.62 The various interpretations of another eminent Turkish 
art historian, Doğan Kuban appear to have been subjected to similar processes, and must have 
drawn inspiration from the earlier publications of Arseven. In his first essay "Türk Barok 
Mimarisi Hakkında bir Deneme" (1954), Kuban argues that the spirit of decadence was not a 
process instigated by the penetration of Western ideas, but rather one that made the 
penetration inevitable. The adoption of European elements was but a by-product of Ottoman 
political decline. However, one year later he already hails the exchange between the Ottomans 
and Europe and emphasizes the national character of the period's art and architecture.63 
 Notions of decadence and degeneration have increasingly disappeared from the art-
historical discourse, but the epistemic void they left behind has been filled with the concept of 
"Westernization". The concept emerged out of a flurry of publications from the mid-1970s 
and mid-1980s, and has urged scholars to historicize Turkish modernization ever since. The 
assumption is that admiration for and interest in European culture did not begin until the turn 
of the eighteenth century, and was prompted by a belief that the cultural regeneration of a 
militarily ailing empire could only occur when it faced toward Europe. The cultivation of a 
new westernizing outlook by the sultan, his government and urban elites has been perceived 
of as the chief impulse that gave shape to the architectural and cultural developments of the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.64 Most prominent among the proponents of this argument 
is Maurice Cerasi, who disapproves of the eclecticism in eighteenth-century architecture. He 
distinguishes the visual vocabulary for its "stylistic contradictions" that juxtapose 
"heterogeneous" elements which in previous centuries were "so distant from the Ottoman 
61 Hamadeh, 'Westernization, Decadence, and the Turkish Baroque', 189.  
62 Ibid, 190-192.  
63 Ibid, 193.  
64 Ibid, 193-194.  
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spirit".65 Remnants from the belief in a national decorative idiom are still present. Based on 
the assumption that eighteenth-century art and architecture increasingly drew from foreign 
examples, Cerasi contends that "the changes and developments of the 1620-1750 period have 
had much less weight on Istanbul than the very strong Ottoman basis laid in the preceding 
century and a half [i.e. the "Classical Age"]."66 Although the reign of Ahmed III deserves a 
positive reference in his work for constituting "a period of reviving intellectual curiosity", 
which obviously parrots the "Tulip Age" paradigm, 67  Cerasi reduces the architectonic 
achievements of this period to mediocre imitations of western models. More so, he rejects 
them for the wish of imperial patrons to eliminate the "Ottoman character" they represent. 
Both paradigms of "decadence" and "Westernization" have prompted generations of scholars 
to disregard eighteenth-century art and architecture for the expression of indigenous, local 
tastes and aesthetics, and the creative processes of adaptation they were in fact a product of. 
Moreover, the treatment of "Westernization" as both the symptom of decline, the preface to 
modernization, and the principal agent of architectural change is a problematic assumption. 
The concept undermines a good historic understanding of social and cultural processes that 
essenti ally develop in a cross-cultural manner, and follow multidirectional patterns of both 
reception and transmission on the basis of human agency.  
 In short, classical scholarship has left us with a contradictory narrative of eighteenth-
century developments in both Ottoman historiography as well as in art historiography. Damad 
İbrahim is either portrayed as the personification of the empire's decline and degeneration, or 
the instigator of Western modernity in Turkish national culture. The repercussions of this 
ambiguous paradigm for art history were a belief in the ethnically pure character of 
Ottoman/Turkish material culture, that was not recognized in the art and architecture of either 
the "Tulip Age" or Baroque. Nonetheless, studies of the Taksim water network are absent 
from art-historical scholarship, and in general the sultanate of Mahmud I is, interestingly 
enough, characterized by a remarkable lack of scholarly attention. The  recent publication of 
Uğur Kurtaran "Bir zamanlar Osmanlı: Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 1730-1754" (Once 
upon a time: Sultan Mahmud I and his reign) together with the art-historical congres on 
Mahmud I in İstanbul last year signal a rising interest in the political and cultural dimension 
65 Maurice Cerasi, 'Town and Architecture in the late 18th Century' in Istanbul, Constantinople, Byzantium 
Rassegna Issue 72 (Milan, 1997), 41-49. 
66 Italics are mine: Maurice Cerasi, 'Istanbul 1620-1750: Change and Tradition' in Salma K. Jayyusi et al. The 
City in the Islamic World, Vol. 1 (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2008), 466.  
67 Ibid, 474-476.  
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of his reign 68  The rigid periodization of eighteenth-century art history disregards 
contemporary political and socio-economical developments, and obliques our view of the 
apparent processes of continuity between the ill-conceived "Tulip Age" and the "Ottoman 
Baroque". This leads us to more questions related to the art-historical value of the Taksim 
project: what can we say about the particular timetable and planning which the corps of royal 
architects followed in the implementation of the project between 1730-33? What did the 
fountains look like in terms of architecture and ornamentation? How did the design of the 
structures relate to the stylistic program of the court? In general, what art-historical 
developments can we observe during the reign of Mahmud I, and how are these reflected in 
current scholarship?  
 
The early days of the reign of Mahmud I (r. 1730-1754) demonstrated remarkable processes 
of continuity with the architectural practices and imperial displays of magnificence that were 
executed under the patronage of Ahmed III and Damad İbrahim. Mahmud I's reign was even 
more strongly characterized by a culture of peace and diplomacy, but only after the empire 
had succeeded in proving its military prowess toward its neighbors. The war with Persia on 
the eastern front continued for some years and centered around attempts by commander-in-
chief Nadir ʿAli to besiege the Ottoman city of Baghdad. However, both sides finally agreed 
to peace (in September 1736) when the sultan came into conflict with the Russian Empire. 
The latter felt that the mobilization of Ottoman reinforcements from the Crimean Khanate to 
the Caucasus violated the sovereignty of its territory, and decided to assault the fortresses 
guarding the Crimea in March 1736 and ransack the town of Bahçesaray.69 The Habsburg 
Empire saw chance to profit from the concentration of Ottoman forces near the Russian 
frontier, and organized a concerted attack on the Ottoman cities of Niš, Banja Luka, and 
İzvornik in July 1737. The Habsburg forces succeeded in gaining a considerable foothold on 
the Balkans, while the Russian navy sent a military expedition toward the Mediterranean. But 
the Ottoman Empire was rather successfull in enduring a war on two fronts, and managed to 
expell the Habsburg army from its territory and defeat the Russian fleet resulting in the peace 
68 Uğur Kurtaran, Bir zamanlar Osmanlı: Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 1730-1754 (Ankara: Atıf Yayınları, 
2014); the conference to which I refer was titled 'Lalenin ve İsyanın Gölgelediği Yıllar: I. Mahmûd Dönemi 
(1730-1754)' and was held in the Mimar Sinan Güzel Sanatlar Üniversitesi, İstanbul, September 26-27, 2014. 
69 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 192-193; Robert W. Olson, The Siege of Mosul and Ottoman-Persian 
Relations 1718-1743. A Study of Rebellion in the Capital and War in the Provinces of the Ottoman Empire 
(Bloomington: Indiana University, 1975), 99; Abdülkadir Özcan, 'Mahmud I' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 27 (Ankara: 2003), 349-350. 
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treaties of September 1739 and December 1739 respectively.70 The long-lasting period of 
peace with the European states was especially beneficial for the empire's financial 
conditions, 71  and secured the stability of the western frontier which gave Mahmud I 
considerable leeway to invest in the public image of the dynasty.  
 Mahmud I put his architectural stamp on the capital through his sponsorship of the 
Taksim water project, which he inherited from Ahmed III. The new sultan moreover 
continued to embellish the shoreline of the Bosphorus, and largely ignored the Golden Horn 
and Kağıthane on his daily excursions, which was in line with the geographical preferences 
that developed under Ahmed III.72 The first thirteen years of his reign were occupied by the 
construction of the Topkapı summer palace, starting in 1732/33, which among others included 
a pavilion called "Maḥbūbiye" (Loveable), that was situated strategically on the shore of the 
New Palace peninsula overlooking the Golden Horn and the Bosphorus.73 Simultaneously, the 
sultan ordered the pavilion "Feraḥfezā" (Pleasure Enhancing) to be built for his mother Saliha 
Valide Sultan at Beylerbeyi. Between 1735-42, the garden estates of Süleyman I in 
Fenerbahçe and Davudpaşa and the gardens of Tokat (Beykoz) were refurbished, and the 
imperial abodes in the palace compound of Saʿdābād, Neşatābād, Çırağan, Emnābād, 
Tersāne, and Üsküdar were restored.74 The construction of libraries under royal patronage 
was another practice that continued during the reign of Mahmud I, and matured into a 
concerted effort of members from the ruling elite to endow every corner of the empire with 
centers for the study of Islamic science. While Mahmud I established monumental libraries in 
the Ayasofya Mosque (1739/40), next to the Fatih Mosque (1742), in the Galata Palace 
(1753/54), and in the cities of Belgrade (1743), Vidin (1748), and Cairo (1754), the highest 
ranking officials from the financial and grand vizieral administration and the chief black 
eunuch (darü ʾs-saʿde ağası) Hacı Beşir Ağa established libraries in various neighborhoods of 
the capital and regional cities. Most interesting is the fact that several of the patrons had been 
enrolled in the state administration of Damad İbrahim, and were part of the translation 
committees which the latter had established. Mahmud I moreover ascertained that the muftis 
70 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 194-199; Özcan, 'Mahmud I', 350. 
71 Pamuk, A Monetary History, 161. 
72 Artan, Theatre of Life, 52-59. 
73 The summer palace has also been referred to as the Topkapı Sahilsarayı (Waterfront Palace of the Cannon 
Gate) that has come to designate the entire compound of the New Palace: Artan, Theatre of Life, 52-59; 
Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 27; Özcan, 'Mahmud I', 351; Theunissen, 'Dutch Tiles', 112-115. 
74 Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 27-28. 
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of several provincial centers took to the preservation and collection of all books in the 
libraries and religious schools that fell under their jurisdiction.75 
 The waterfront palaces that were commissioned by Mahmud I were of an equally 
ephemeral nature as the palaces constructed during the reign of Ahmed III, which leaves us 
with little information about their physical appearance. Ünver however argues in his PhD 
dissertation that the visual vocabulary through which the royal architecture communicated, 
until the end of the 1730s, should have largely been a reiteration of the decorative program 
that was developing under Ahmed III.76 The expansion of the Ayasofya religious complex 
under patronage of Mahmud I attests to his argument. The library that was opened in the 
southern gallery of the mosque has an overall traditional outlook. The structure is fenced off 
with grilled marble arcades that are supported by columns wearing muqarnas capitals, and the 
interior is clad with reused early eighteenth-century Kütahya tiles that were removed from the 
apartments of Mahmud's grandmother in the Edirne Palace.77 
However, from the 1740s onward the court would visually manifest itself through an 
gradually evolving alternative decorative language: Ottoman Baroque. The new stylistic 
program drew heavily from European Baroque elements but elaborated on the decorative 
conventions that were prevalent in Europe, and made a translation to the Ottoman context. 
Ünver assumes that the Ottoman Baroque was a result of experiments that were first 
conducted in a courtly setting under the patronage of members from the imperial family. 
Afterwards, the program was disseminated across the entire spectrum of high ranking 
courtiers and state grandees under the strict guidance of Mahmud I.78 The first building under 
royal patronage that was dressed in the new decorative program was the monumental 
Çağaloğlu bathhouse that was opened in 1741/42, although the Baroque features were limited 
to the inside of the building. But the official opening, in January 1743, of the soup kitchen 
(ʿimāret) to the northeast of the Ayasofya Mosque precinct marked both the completion of the 
sultan's Ayasofya project, and the public acclamation of the Ottoman Baroque which adorned 
the marble gate of the courtyard. 79 Thereafter, several royal palaces along the suburban 
waterfront were subjected to expansion and renovation. Between 1740-45, the pavilions of 
Cirid (Javelin) and İftariye (Sunset, also known as Bayıldım) were added to the Beşiktas 
75 Bilaloğlu, The Ottomans during the Early Enlightenment, 47-52; İsmail E. Erünsal, Osmanlı Vakıf 
Kütüphaneleri. Tarihî Gelişimi ve Organizasyonu (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları, 2008), 205-233. 
76 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 96-99.  
77 Rabiʿa Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan was the grandmother of Mahmud I and the mother of Mustafa II and 
Ahmed III: Theunissen, 'Dutch Tiles', 121-128; Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 107-108. 
78 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 108-154.  
79 Ibid, 106-110.  
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Palace, and the imperial pavilion of Kandilli was partly rebuilt and renamed Nevābād (Abode 
of Novelty).80 In addition, Mahmud I had his bathroom in the private quarters of the New 
Palace renovated in the Ottoman Baroque, and reused a selection of tiles from the Edirne 
Palace. His new bathroom was officially opened in 1744 and the sultan invited all aghas of the 
palace to admire the new interior.81 The Ottoman Baroque was carefully dispersed among the 
architectural patronage of members from the ruling elite, and contributed to the composition 
and decoration of several waterfront palaces, pavilions, and some examples of civil 
architecture such as fountains and libraries.82  
The new decorative program possessed the power to impart visual interest and 
magnificence even when applied to structures of unremarkable size. Most importantly, a 
vocabulary of originality was introduced with a whole new repertoire of motifs which the 
style of Ahmed III lacked.83 To round off his impressive architectural campaign in İstanbul, 
Mahmud I decided to commission the construction of a sultanic mosque in 1748, the first 
since the construction of the Sultan Ahmed Mosque in 1616. The imperial mosque was to be 
strategically located in the city's commercial heart, and lined up with the monuments along 
the processional axis of the capital: the Divanyolu (Council Road). Although the mosque saw 
its completion during the reign of his brother ʿOsman III (r. 1754-57) and was called Nūr-ı 
ʿOsmāniye (Light of ʿOsman) after him, the structure was the culmination of Mahmud I's 
architectural patronage and the first major public edifice proclaiming the Ottoman Baroque. 
Classical scholarship determined that the mosque epitomized the decadence of Ottoman 
architecture because European forms had penetrated and contaminated the national Turkish 
style. On the other hand, reevaluations of the complex, from the 1950s onward, underlined 
that the structure stood out as an "icon of change", and marked a turning point in the 
development of "Westernization". 84  However, the dissertation of Ünver reveals that the 
Ottoman Baroque can only be considered an "icon of change" with regards to the court's 
public image. The development of this specific style was part of a process that started with the 
enthronement of Ahmed III, and continued over the course of the eighteenth century. 
The implementation of the Taksim water network in 1732 is situated in between the 
transition from the decorative program of Ahmed III to the Ottoman Baroque. Quite similar to 
the construction of the Nūr-ı ʿOsmāniye, the water network must have risen from courtly 
80 Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 27-28.  
81 Theunissen, 'Dutch Tiles', 114-128.  
82 Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures, 27-28; Turgut Saner, 'Mimari Dönüştürmeler' in Sanat Tarihi Defterleri 9 
(İstanbul: Ege Yayınları, 2005); Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 101-110.  
83 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 112-114.  
84 Suman, 'Questioning an Icon of Change', 155-160. 
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concerns with the design of a visual language that was able to communicate dynastic authority 
to both a domestic and European audience. The Nūr-ı ʿOsmāniye very much succeeded in 
doing so. Contemporary observers from Europe recognized something newly familiar in the 
mosque complex, which for them represented Ottoman magnificence, whereas contemporary 
Ottomans praised the innovative excellence and beauty, and did not feel uncomfortable at all 
with its cross-cultural borrowings. 85 The decision to replace the decorative idiom of his 
predecessor with an Ottoman adaptation to the Baroque fits the picture of a sultan who was 
conscious about which message he wished to disseminate across society and abroad. Withal, 
the question remains as to why Mahmud I specifically choose the implementation of water 
infrastructure as the first prestige project to reassert authority and claim legitimacy. In other 
words, what was the importance of water architecture in Ottoman royal patronage and society 
at large? 
 
Ottoman fountain architecture and patronage during the eighteenth-
century 
The Ottoman water system of İstanbul was a complex network of water mains (ṣu yolu) that 
originated primarily in the springs of Belgrade Forest, and reached the inner city through 
consecutive aqueducts and earthenware pipelines. The water distribution technologies were a 
legacy of the Byzantine Empire, and were maintained, upgraded, and expanded under the 
patronage of sultans, grand viziers and other high ranking dignitaries. The infrastructure was 
legally protected in pious foundations which stipulated the distribution of its water, and 
allowed for legal persons to add supplementary water channels (ḳātma) to the network and 
appropriate quantities of its water for private use. The Halkalı water system, which 
provisioned the neighborhoods of İstanbul Peninsula, originated in the construction and repair 
works that were executed under the patronage of Mehmed II and his grand vizier Mahmud 
Paşa immediately after the conquest of Constantinople in 1453. In order to meet the increased 
need for sweet water (āb-ı lezīz) of a continuously growing city, the water network was 
expanded and renovated during the reigns of Bayezid II and his grand vizier Koca Mustafa 
Paşa, and Süleyman I and his daugher Mihrimah Sultan, who was the first to provision 
Üsküdar with a water supply line. Thereafter, construction projects were largely executed 
85 Fatma Selva Suman, 'Questioning an Icon of Change. The Nuruosmaniye Complex and the Writing of 
Ottoman Architectural History' in METU IFA 2011/2 (28:2), 161-163; Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 161-
252. 
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through the sponsorship of prominent courtiers and grandees in the function of grand mufti or 
grand vizier. The construction of the Sultan Ahmed Mosque in 1616 and the simultaneous 
addition of a water main to the network was the last major infrastructural project that was 
executed under royal patronage during the seventeenth century. Afterwards, the expansion of 
the water distribution network was largely left to private investment in the construction of 
supplementary pipe lines.86 
 The network of water mains and channels served to procure the ablution fountains of 
mosques, bathhouses, elite residences in the city, and most notably public fountains. The latter 
were most often part of separate pious foundations since persons of means could purchase the 
right to tap water from the royal pipe lines, and direct a stipulated portion of the water 
capacity toward a specified output. The fountain type which dominated the residential 
neighborhoods and the street scene was the çeşme which consisted of a spout that was inserted 
in a façade, and drew water from a posterior reservoir. The reservoir containing water was 
either a freestanding structure or was encapsulated into the wall of a public institution such as 
a primary school, a vocational school, a warehouse, a bathhouse, a (neighborhood) mosque, or 
a cemetery. The çeşmes that were built during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries had a 
quite simple outlook, with pointed or round arched niches in which a panel with spout was 
inserted. The arches were made from either polychrome or similarly colored voussoirs, and 
modest reliefs of geometric motifs and roses could be added to the spandrels and keystone of 
the arch. The panels in the central niche alluded to the gardens of Paradise and were decorated 
with two cypresses on each side of the spout, and a rose on top that symbolized the blessing 
presence of the Prophet. The façade was often crowned with an inscription that pronounced 
Qurʾanic verses or praised the patron for its munificence in stanzas of poetry. A second type 
of architecture in which a fountain could manifest itself was the sebīl which consisted of a 
small pavilion located at the exterior of a religious complex, and which contained grilled 
windows communicating with the street. While fountains of the çeşme type were generally 
encountered in residential neighborhoods, fountains of the sebīl type were located along busy 
thoroughfares in the heart of urban centers.87  
 The eighteenth century witnessed an exponential growth in the proliferation of 
fountains across İstanbul and the suburban settlements along the Bosphorus. Although the 
86 Kâzım Çeçen, İstanbul'un Vakıf Sularından: Halkalı Suları (İstanbul: Altan Matbaacılık, 1991); Deniz 
Karakaş, Clay Pipes, Marble Surfaces: The Topographies of Water Supply in Late Seventeenth- and Early 
Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Istanbul (Unpublished PhD diss., Binghamton University, 2013), 44-109.  
87 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 63-65; Noyan Dinçkal, Istanbul und das Wasser: Zur 
Geschichte der Wasserversorgung und Abwasserentsorgung von der Mitte des 19. Jahrhunderts bis 1966 
(München: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 2004), 52-53. 
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fountains retained the basic formal vocabulary of earlier centuries, they seemed rather 
imposing and extravagant with considerably broader and more elaborate niches. The three-
dimensional character of the fountain was enhanced through sharper façade articulations and a 
greater emphasis on the central panel. The latter was often richly adorned with round or cable 
moldings, contrasting surface revetments, and broke down into various architectural and 
decorative elements. The numerous examples of fountains that were patronized by either 
members from the imperial family or high ranking grandees demonstrated the dispersion of 
the royal decorative program. The ornamentation was greatly enriched through the inclusion 
of motifs from the International Timurid decorative idiom, that was predominant in Safavid 
Persia and Moghul India, and the appropriation of elements from the European Baroque-
Rococo from the 1740s onward, and Neoclassicism during the latter part of the eighteenth 
century.88 Moreover, in contrast to previous centuries, sebīls were increasingly erected as 
singular structures instead of complementing religious complexes, and became independent 
monuments within the urban fabric next to which the patron was frequently buried.89 The 
most prominent novelty in the water architecture of this century is perhaps the proliferation of 
the meydān çeşmesi that was constructed independently in the middle of an open public space, 
and should be connected to the experiments of the court with the development of a new 
stylistic program.90 The ornamental exuberance of the meydān çeşmesi made it a showcase for 
the decorative arts of the time and the wealth of its patron. The fountain in front of the 
Imperial Gate (Bāb-ı Hümāyūn) of the New Palace that was patronized by Ahmed III in 
1728/29 has been marked as setting the new trend. Even so, the earliest prototypes of similar 
large independent structures started picking up in Edirne during the 1660s and 1670s under 
the patronage of a number of grandees.91  
 The available academic publications on the history of Ottoman fountain architecture 
can be subdivided into three different categories that are primarily based on the disciplinary 
approaches of classical art history, technological history, and revisionist art history, and which 
I will discuss below. Classical art historical scholarship has generally not questioned the 
factors that fuelled the booming proliferation of fountains across the capital. Publications 
apply a superficial focus to the analysis of fountains as isolated structures, and draw attention 
to the characteristics of their decorative vocabulary and architecture exclusively. The first 
88 Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle, 126-131. 
89 Soner Şahin, Değişim Sürecinde Osmanlı Mimarlığı III. Ahmet ve I. Mahmut Dönemi, 1703-1754 (Doctoral 
thesis, İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi, 2009), 258-260.  
90 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 61-64.  
91 Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 135-141; Şahin, III. Ahmet ve I. Mahmut Dönemi, 258-264.  
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publications that acknowledge and try to deal with the monumental and art historical value of 
fountain architecture have been delivered by İzzet Kumbaracılar and İbrahim Hilmi Tanışık.92 
But whereas Kumbaracılar has given a fairly simple and random selection of Ottoman sebīls 
in İstanbul, Tanışık has made a systematic survey of all fountains that existed in Greater 
İstanbul during his lifetime. The two volumes are classified according to geographical 
location first, either İstanbul Peninsula (Vol. 1) or Beyoğlu and Üsküdar (Vol.2), and 
afterwards on the basis of the earliest construction date. Tanışık provides us with a general 
description of the fountain architecture ("Classical", "Tulip Age", "Baroque") in which some 
details are highlighted, and includes a picture of the central niche. Next to that, he parafrases 
the last distich (beyt) of the poetic epigraphy containing the chronogram (tārīḫ) with 
construction date, and rounds off with a short biography of the fountain patron and poet (but 
only if he was able to identify either one of them). Despite the comprehensive nature of his 
research, Tanışık does not surpass the level of providing a factual and non-critical survey of 
fountains. Moreover, later generations of art-historical scholars have not been able to emulate 
his work, and seem to have been driven by an urge to provide more facts, more pictures, and 
more fountains.93 We do see however that development is gained in the philological study of 
poetic epigraphy. Art-historical scholars provide us with a transcription of the Ottoman 
stanzas, sometimes even with a translation to modern Turkish, and the most accurate 
contributions to this field can be found in "III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri (1703-1730)" 
(The fountains in İstanbul from the reign of Ahmed III) that is published by Hatice Aynur and 
Hakan Karateke, and online in the "Osmanlı Kitabeleri Projesi" (Database for Ottoman 
Inscriptions) of the Türk Tarih Kurumu and Tokyo University.94 The popular fascination with 
the monumental fountains of İstanbul has generated a number of websites on which quite a 
92 İzzet Kumbaracılar, İstanbul sebilleri (İstanbul: 1938); İbrahim Hilmi Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri I: İstanbul 
ciheti (İstanbul: Maarif Vekilliği Antikite ve Müzeler Müdürlüğü yayınları, 1943); and İstanbul Çeşmeleri II: 
Beyoğlu ve Üsküdar ciheti (İstanbul: Maarif Matbaası, 1945). 
93 Örçün Barışta, 'Başkent İstanbul'dan Örnekleriyle Osmanlı İmparatorluğu Dönemi Çeşmeleri' in Türkler, Cilt 
12 (Ankara: Yeni Türkiye, 2002); and İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Bereketzade Çeşmesi (Ankara: 1989); and İstanbul 
Çeşmeleri, Azapkapı Saliha Sultan Çeşmesi (Ankara,1995); İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Beyoğlu Cihetindeki Meyva 
Tabağı Motifleriyle Bezenmiş Tek Cepheli Anıt Çeşmeler: Kaptan Hacı Hüseyin Paşa Çeşmesi, Topçubaşı İsmail 
Ağa Çeşmesi, Kemankeş Çeşmesi (Ankara: 1991); and İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Kabataş Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa Meydan 
Çeşmesi (Ankara: 1993); and İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Ortaköy Damad İbrahim Paşa Çeşmesi, Hacı Mehmed Ağa 
Çeşmesi, Taksim Maksemindeki I. Mahmud Çeşmesi (Ankara: 1992); Affan Egemen, İstanbul'un Çeşme ve 
Sebilleri (Resimleri ve Kitabeleri ile 1165 Çeşme ve Sebil) (İstanbul: Arıtan Yayınevi, 1993); Necdet Ertuğ, 
İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeler Külliyatı (3 Cilt) (İstanbul: İSKİ Yayınları, 2006); Yılmaz Önge & Semavi Eyice, Türk 
Mimarisinde Selçuklu ve Osmanlı dönemlerinde su yapıları (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1997); 
Engin Özdeniz, İstanbul'daki Kaptan-ı Deryâ Çeşmeleri ve Sebilleri (İstanbul: Deniz Kuvvetleri Komutanlığı 
Kültür Yayınları, 1995); Nuran Kara Pilehvarian, 'Osmanlı Çeşme Mimarisi' in Türkler, Cilt 12 (Ankara: Yeni 
Türkiye, 2002). 
94 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri; Osmanlı Kitabeleri Projesi (OKP), last accessed 
January 18, 2015, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/index.html.  
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considerable number of them is highlighted, mapped, and visually documented. However, the 
displayed information lacks accuracy in some cases, and is primarily based on the earlier 
discussed scholarly publications.95   
 Nonetheless, the abovementioned catalogue efforts and comparative categories in art 
history remain superficial in nature, and preclude a further contextualization with regards to 
patrons, artists, artisans, and the construction process. Fortunately, the history of Ottoman 
water architecture is endowed with the scholarly efforts of Kazım Çeçen, who has conducted 
a thorough research of selected foundational documents (vaḳfiye) that belong to the water 
distribution networks. In addition, he makes use of Ottoman cartographic material, and his 
own engineering expertise to draw a picture of the technical and logistical aspects of the water 
supply lines.96 The result is a comprehensive overview of the water mains that supplied and 
connected the immense corpus of fountains in İstanbul Peninsula, Üsküdar, and 
Galata/Beyoğlu. His analysis of the latter is largely indebted to the efforts of Naci Yüngül, 
who investigated the reach of the Taksim water supply line.97 However, several aspects of the 
efforts which Çeçen and Yüngül have undertaken remain open to question. The reconstruction 
of the pipe line itineraries, which both scholars have drawn, is based on a selection of 
documents from which the facts are systemically presented. But their survey of the water 
distribution networks is not exhaustive in nature, and quite a considerable number of 
fountains remains unconnected to the water mains. Moreover, the reconstruction of the water 
infrastructure centers around the final construction phase, somewhere at the start of the 
twentieth century. Although both scholars realize that the water networks proper are the result 
of centuries-long processes of expansion, they neglect to critically assess the large-scale repair 
and renovation works to which the infrastructure was continuously subjected. Overall, the 
work of both scholars, in reiteration of the classical art-historical approach, simply represents 
the facts that surround the physical characteristics of the water infrastructure. They do not 
critically compare and analyze the available data to establish a construction chronology, nor 
95 There are websites dedicated to the historical water facilities exclusively such as Su Vakfı: 
http://www.suvakfi.org.tr/duzey1.asp?id=%E7e%FEmeler, and the Ab-ı Hayat Sergisi: 
http://abihayatsergisi.com/?page_id=3433; and websites that deal with Ottoman heritage in general and dedicate 
sections to fountain architecture such as TAS-İstanbul: http://www.tas-istanbul.com/asitane/cesmeler/#; and the 
remarkably accurate blog 'istanbulium.net' of Caner Cangül: http://www.istanbulium.net/2011/12/istanbulun-
cesme-ve-sebilleri.html.  
96 Kâzım Çeçen, İstanbul'da Osmanlı Devrinde Su Tesisleri (İstanbul: Teknik Üniversitesi İnşaat Fakültesi 
Matbaası, 1984); and İstanbul'un Vakıf Sularından: Halkalı Suları; and İstanbul'un Vakıf Sularından: Taksim ve 
Hamidiye Suları (İstanbul: T.C. İstanbul Büyük Şehir Belediyesi, 1992); and İstanbul'un Vakıf Sularından: 
Üsküdar Suları (İstanbul: T.C. İstanbul Büyük Şehir Belediyesi, 1991); and Sinan's Water Supply System in 
Istanbul (İstanbul: T.C. İstanbul Büyük Şehir Belediyesi, 1988); and Topkapı Sarayı'na Su Sağlayan İsale 
Hatları (İstanbul: İSKİ, 1997). 
97 Naci Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri (İstanbul: İstanbul Belediyesi Sular İdaresi, 1957). 
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do they examine the social and political context within which the consecutive water projects 
were executed. 
 Shirine Hamadeh is the first scholar to have critically examined and contextualized 
several examples of fountain architecture from this period in her article "Splash and 
Spectacle: The Obsession with Fountains in Eighteenth-Century Istanbul" on the basis of the 
diverse decorative idioms and the poetic epigraphy which the structures display. She has 
argued that the fountain boom is not only a reflection of the high level of building activity in 
this period and the rapid expansion of İstanbul. Rather, she points to processes of change in 
the social composition of urban society, and its position vis-à-vis the imperial court. Sources 
from the period clarify that the structures were celebrated as objects of architectural splendor, 
and as focal elements in a flourishing culture of middle class recreation. Hamadeh accurately 
observes that the formal and decorative developments of fountains in the eighteenth century 
point to the circulation of architectural currents and tastes across court and city, ruling elite 
and urban society. According to her, this suggests that the notion of tastemaker had expanded 
from the Ottoman elite across "the increasingly porous socio-cultural boundaries of the 
capital".98 Although her observations of the fountain architecture build up a logical argument 
about the social processes they represented, her notion of a society whose socio-cultural 
boundaries had become increasingly permeable is problematic and prompted by questionable 
assumptions with regards to the network of building patrons. She contends that "a growing 
number of men and women in the ruling elite and across urban society were becoming 
involved in architectural patronage", and discusses a summary of "a remarkably broad social 
and professional spectrum of fountain endowers". 99  In short, Hamadeh claims that the 
patronage of lesser officials from the central state administration, the military establishment, 
and even craftsmen represented a development in which urban society outnumbered and 
overshadowed the role of the imperial family in architectural patronage. Hence, a new social 
order severely challenged the legitimacy of the court throughout the eighteenth century.  
 Withal, she does not analyze the connections and relationships between the specific 
individuals in the network of fountain patrons, and most importantly their position toward the 
imperial family. Hamadeh is aware of the fact that she does not possess any knowledge of the 
intricacies of the patronage system in the eighteenth century. But this does not stop her from 
making claims about the social dimension which the architecture allegedly represents, and 
98 Italics are mine: Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 141-144.  
99 Italics are mine: ibid, 124-125.  
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lacking substantial historical evidence.100 Although the scholarly efforts of Hamadeh have 
enriched our understanding of eighteenth-century art history, her argument concerning the 
interpretation of Ottoman fountain architecture vaguely illustrates the narrow perception of 
classical art historians. Like Hamadeh, they conceive of each individual fountain as an 
isolated monument of history that is frozen in time and space. But a fresh and more interesting 
approach should examine the extent to which the structures were interconnected, and leap 
beyond the restrictive assessments of physical traits. Because the person who patronized the 
construction of a fountain did not live in a closed universe, and inhabited a specific segment 
within the socio-political hierarchy that regulated Ottoman society. The identification of the 
various patrons, their mutual relationships, individual intentions and interests, and examining 
the construction chronology of fountain collectives should lead to the context that brought 
about and nurtured their physical appearance. Simultaneously, this context could inform us 
about the processes that engendered art-historical transition and variation. Unsufficient 
knowledge of the practice of building patronage and the central organization to which the 
implementation of large infrastructural projects was subjected, is the notorious blind spot in 
Hamadeh's research. The cases of two separate water projects in İzmir and İstanbul call her 
doubtful claim about the emergence of a new social order into question, for they are indicative 
of the organized character and the clear political aims of the main sponsors. The first is the 
establishment of the Köprülü endowment in İzmir in 1678, and the second is the construction 
of the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line in Üsküdar in 1728.  
The pious foundation in İzmir was endowed with the private capital of the Köprülü 
household-dynasty, and in his doctoral thesis Merlijn Olnon has critically examined its 
influence on the development of the city.101 He argues that the endowment was part of an 
empire-wide program of public construction works that, in the case of İzmir, sought to 
upgrade the commercial infrastructure, and reinstate the city's runaway economy in full 
Ottoman control. The foundation was a result of a coherent set of policies that was initiated 
with the appointment of Köprülü Mehmed Paşa to the office of grand vizier in 1656 (under 
oath of Hadice Turhan Valide Sultan, mother of the young Mehmed IV), and was followed 
throughout the tenure of his sons until 1683. Köprülü Mehmed Paşa had succeeded in 
repairing most of the damage that was a result of the general crisis which the Ottoman Empire 
100 Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 124-126.  
101 Merlijn Olnon, Brought under the law of the land. The history, demography and geography of 
crossculturalism in early modern Izmir, and the Köprülü Project of 1678 (Doctoral thesis, Leiden University, 
2013).  
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experienced during the reign of İbrahim I and his mother Kösem Valide Sultan. 102 The 
properties in İzmir were part of a larger endowment in possession of the family that was 
established in several other cities such as Uyvar, Kaminiec, Crete, Belgrade, and İstanbul, and 
took a very novel approach to the functional distribution of the endowment's facilities among 
the various cities. The pious foundation provided an extraordinarily large number of 
institutions for the benefit of both the public and professionals, and was established to 
strengthen specific capacities of the urban bodies that were singled out for investment. 
Whereas the properties endowed in İzmir served commercial purposes exclusively, the 
foundations established in the frontier-cities Uyvar, Kaminiec, and Crete were designed to 
enhance the military infrastructure, and those in Belgrade and İstanbul overwhelmingly 
targeted the upgrading of religious and educational institutions.103  
 The Köprülü endowment in İzmir was planned, funded, and executed by grand vizier 
Köprülü Fazıl Ahmed Paşa, who held office between 1661-76, and was completed by his 
successor and adopted brother Merzifonlu Kara Mustafa Paşa in the year 1678. The endowed 
real estate was concentrated in the most mixed neighborhood of the city (Kasab Hazır) and 
comprised apartments, warehouses, covered markets, shops, and factories that were supported 
by a water distribution network, called "vezir ṣuyu". A double aqueduct (kemer) tapped water 
from the river Meles in the east, and provisioned a total of fifty eight fountains in the city.104 
From the reconstruction which Olnon has drawn of the water network and its distribution 
across the various neighborhoods, we can make some interesting observations. The new water 
system primarily serviced the principal quarters of İzmir, especially neighborhoods with a 
Muslim majority, and largely left those with a predominantly Greek and Armenian population 
aside. Nevertheless, the endowment's water infrastructure did make the Köprülü presence felt 
in the crowded city center, where the neighborhoods were also inhabited by large European 
and Jewish communities, and where the highest number of fountains was constructed. Olnon 
characterizes the endowment's impact as instrumental in the forging of new dependencies 
between imperial and regional centers, and puts emphasis on the symbolic effect which the 
endowment intended to yield as a radical reassertion of central authority after decades of 
semi-independence and ineffectual rule.105 The expansion of the Halkalı water system of 
İstanbul Peninsula must have provided a precedent to the İzmir project. Köprülü Mehmed 
Paşa initiated the construction of the Köprülü water supply line in İstanbul that supported the 
102 Olnon, Brought under the law of the land, 126-132.  
103 Ibid, 132-133.  
104 Ibid, 110-122.  
105 Ibid, 112-140. 
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Köprülü mosque complex with library and religious school along the Divanyolu, and was 
completed by his son Fazıl Ahmed Paşa in 1661.106 
 Although the establishment of the Köprülü endowment was part of a deliberate 
program to reassert and confirm Ottoman central authority, it did not so much promote the 
public image of the Ottoman dynasty. Even so, this is not to implicate that the court was 
totally absent from the governance of the empire, although the depletion of the inner treasury 
as a result of mismanagement posed an obstacle for lavish expenditures. Hadice Turhan 
Valide Sultan supported and strengthened the policies of the Köprülü grand viziers when 
necessary, and reconstructed the two fortresses guarding the Çanakkale Straits during the 
1650s that had fallen into complete disrepair. She also took up reconstruction of a mosque 
complex of which the fundaments were already laid in 1597. The Yeni (Valide) Mosque 
which she patronized was completed in 1663, and was the first mosque built by a woman to 
join the ranks of the imperial mosques, which is indicative of the prestige her office had 
gained by that time.107 Hadice Turhan managed to consolidate her alliance with the Köprülü 
household through the marriage of (Büyük) Hadice Sultan, daughter of Mehmed IV, to 
Merzifonlu Kara Mustafa Paşa.108 The wedding must have fed the public understanding that 
the successes of the Köprülü's were an affair of the imperial family. But it was only after the 
return of the imperial court to İstanbul in 1703, that the architectural patronage of the royal 
family was truly reinvigorated. The expansion of the water infrastructure paralleled the boom 
in construction activities in the capital, where a large number of new fountains was built 
under the patronage of high administrative officials and courtiers. Nonetheless, Ahmed III and 
his consecutive grand viziers were among the most visible and generous patrons.109 The 
sultan commissioned the complete reconstruction of the Great Dam (bend-i kebir) in Belgrade 
forest between 1722-24 to enlarge its water capacity.110 Presumably after a selected number 
of dignitaries was invited to construct a fountain in the renovated network, Ahmed III had his 
magnificent meydān çeşmesi built in front of the Imperial Gate in 1728/29 (1141 AH). The 
structure crowned his charitable work, and displayed the full potential of the new decorative 
program through which the court communicated its splendor.111 
106 Çeçen, Halkalı Suları, 101-107. 
107 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 206-212. 
108 It seems that Mehmed IV also offered his infant daughter Ümmi to Merzifonlu Kara Mustafa Paşa on his 
wedding with her older sister: Artan, 'Royal Weddings', 359; Çağatay Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları 
(İstanbul: Ötüken, 2001), 108-110. 
109 The expansion of the water infrastructure during this period also comprised the repair of several existing 
fountains that had fallen into disuse: Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 70-71. 
110 Ibid, 53.  
111 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 60-64.  
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 The settlement of Üsküdar appears to have become of special interest to the patronage 
activities of the imperial family, and was endowed with a religious complex that was most 
probably sponsored with the resources of Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan between 1708-
1711.112 The construction of the Yeni Valide Mosque included a water supply line that would 
not only serve the mosque, but also approximately ten fountains that were built across town. 
But the expansion of the water infrastructure in Üsküdar under the patronage of Damad 
İbrahim would showcase a most interesting case of dynastic legitimization with the 
construction of a new water supply line in 1718 that was to provision his villa of Şerefābād 
(Abode of Honor). Simultaneous to the construction of Ahmed III's imposing fountain in front 
of the Imperial Gate, the water main of İbrahim Paşa was extended to provide a total of thirty 
four fountains that were all patronized by members from the imperial family. Ahmed III 
materialized his role as patriarch in the royal network of patrons through the meydān çeşmesi 
that was commissioned in commemoration of his deceased mother, and was situated most 
prominently on the square in front of the Mihrimah Sultan Mosque along the waterfront. 
Damad İbrahim followed suit through the patronage of five fountains, and was closely 
followed by Mihrişah Kadın who patronized four fountains. Mother of three princes, 
Süleyman, Mustafa (III), and Seyfüddin, she must have been the most influential concubine of 
the sultan by that time, since lower in the hierarchy are Rabiʿa Şermi Kadın (mother of 
ʿAbdülhamid I) who patronized two fountains, and Emetullah Kadın (mother of Fatma 
Sultan), Üçüncü Kadın (third wife, unknown), the mother of prince Mehmed (unknown), and 
Esma Kadın (mother of prince Bayezid) who each patronized one single fountain. These are 
joined by a number of fountains of which each is constructed by one of the Ottoman princes, 
although they normally remained both visually and symbolically constrained to the confines 
of the inner palace. Next to that, the fountains of four princesses are present in the network: 
Fatma Sultan, who was the wife of Damad İbrahim; ʿAtike Sultan, who was married to Genç 
Mehmed Paşa (son of the grand vizier); Ümmügülsüm, who was married to ʿAli Paşa 
(nephew of the grand vizier); and (Küçük) Hadice Sultan, who was married to Hafız Ahmed 
112 There appears to be some obscurity about the patron of the Yeni Valide Mosque. While Tülay Orman states 
that it was Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan who ordered the construction, Çeçen claims it was in fact her son 
Ahmed III who had the complex built in her honor. We know that the çeşme in front of the mosque was in fact 
added later, and was established under the patronage of Ahmed III in commemoration of his mother after her 
death together with the meydān çeşmesi along the shoreline. Gülnüş Emetullah had also sponsored the 
construction of a religious complex in Galata during the reign of her older son Mustafa II, the Galata Yeni 
Valide Mosque. Therefore, she might have initiated construction activities, but quickly ran out of resources 
which urged her to ask for her son's financial support: Çeçen, Üsküdar Suları, 68-74; Crane, The Garden of the 
Mosques, 357-358; Tülay Sezgin Orman, 'Yeni Vâlide Külliyesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 
43 (İstanbul: 2013), 433-435.   
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Paşa. Their spouses also participated in the implementation of water infrastructure, although 
the husband of Hadice Sultan, Hafız Ahmed, is absent for some reason (presumably because 
he was not directly related to Damad İbrahim). Finally, the two sons-in-law of the grand vizier 
Kethüda Mehmed Paşa and Kaymak Mustafa Paşa, the sultan's chief black eunuch Hacı Beşir 
Ağa, and Mehmed Ağa, the steward of (Büyük) Hadice Sultan, who was the sultan's sister, 
also participated in the project.113  
 There are several remarkable aspects arising from the extension of the Damad İbrahim 
Paşa water supply line. The first is the unprecedented high number of women involved in the 
project, and more so, the relatively high number of fountains a royal woman was both able 
and allowed to endow in comparison to the other male participants. The varying number of 
fountains the participants invested in must also point to a certain hierarchy that was inherent 
in the construction and set-up of the network. Hierarchy was equally expressed in the 
fountain's visual appearance, and the design and proportions of Ahmed III's meydān çeşmesi 
in relation to the other single façade çeşmes is the most clear example of this. Another 
interesting aspect is the visibility of princes outside the Imperial Palace. Traditionally, they 
received rather small stipends from the inner treasury, and were (while still prince) not at all 
expected to establish revenue-generating resources, nor engage in the promotion of their 
personal image in society. What is most striking about the water project, and serves as an 
explanation of its peculiar characteristics and composition, is the systematic attempt it 
represents to promote the distribution of sweet water as a concerted effort of both the grand 
vizier's family ánd the imperial family. The charitable work was an effort in which even the 
royal women and princes of the "invisible" harem had their share. 
 Thus, the Damad İbrahim Paşa water network stands in a tradition of centrally 
organized projects under royal patronage in the capital, and exhibits an obvious example of 
dynastic legitimization. In addition, the composition of the network of fountain patrons 
appears to reflect interdependence, a form of agreement between Ahmed III and his household 
on the one hand and the family of Damad İbrahim on the other hand. The alliance between the 
imperial family and the grand vizier's kin had already been consolidated through marriage, 
and the collective investment of both families in the water infrastructure of Üsküdar further 
materialized and promoted their social contract. Therefore, the social dimension seems to be 
113 The authors do not really confer over the female patrons. From my own deduction, Rabiʿa Şermi appears to 
have patronized a second fountain of which the chronogram refers to her as "dördüncü" (fourth, rabiʿa), but the 
identity of the others remains largely unsolved. The seven princes involved in the project were Süleyman (age 
18), Mehmed (age 12), Mustafa (age 11), Bayezid (age 10), Nuʿman (age 5), ʿAbdülhamid (age 3), and 
Seyfüddin (age 1): Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 181-222; Çeçen, Üsküdar Suları, 
76-105; Semra Ögel, Sanat Tarihi Defteri (İstanbul: Ege Yayınları, 2008), 58. 
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indispensible for a proper understanding of the water networks and the political realities of 
which they were a product. However, this aspect is completely ignored in the work of 
Hamadeh, and undermines her argument about the emergence of a new social order. 
Nonetheless, the exponential construction and proliferation of fountains in the eighteenth 
century did not simply stand in its own right. The Taksim project offers a unique example of a 
water distribution system that was built after the reign of Ahmed III. Did a central 
organization under royal patronage coordinate the implementation of the project, and if so, 
what particular planning and blueprint was followed? Who were the fountains donors, and on 
the basis of what criteria were they incorporated in the project? The participating grandees 
most probably maintained a certain relationship with the imperial family, and Mahmud I in 
particular, but what was the nature of their association? These questions direct us in the 
direction of social networks and their role for architectural patronage. 
Social patronage (intiṣāb) was the core social mechanism that operated both on a 
provincial as well as on a central level, and most importantly transcended these boundaries to 
encompass and encroach the entire socio-political realm of the Ottoman Empire. A patron-
client relationship is an acquired, asymmetrical, and target-oriented relationship between a 
patron and a client. The asymmetry that determines the relationship between patron and client 
implies that the latter is not able to reciprocate the favor that is bestowed upon him/her by the 
former, and is therefore obliged to personal loyalty. The moment the client manages to 
dissolve this asymmetry, the patron-client relationship terminates, and could develop into a 
symmetrical relationship of friendship for instance. Patron-client relationships can be 
employed for both offensive (gain of goods like power, prestige, or riches) and defensive 
purposes (self-protection). The exchange between both parties involves the economic, social, 
and cultural capital that is at either's disposal, and is introduced with the purpose of expecting 
a service in return. Economic capital in the Ottoman context comprised property, tax farms, 
and political offices. Social capital consisted in a social network of considerable size, or the 
belonging to a group of certain status, while cultural capital stemmed from education, and 
could be enhanced through conspicuous consumption and architectural patronage for instance. 
The goal of exchange is the accumulation of symbolic capital, which can be described as 
prestige or honor. Prestige is the key element in determining the social status of an individual 
within a community, and defines both the mutual expectations of its members as well as the 
degrees of esteem and respect that are appropriate to a certain rank. From the viewpoint of the 
client, the acquisition and maintenance of a patron-client relationship is an investment of 
his/her social or cultural capital, which is entrusted to a patron so that it will increase or be 
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reciprocated in due time. Conversely, the insertion of social or economic capital in favor of 
the client presents the patron with a risk, because his favor will never be fully reciprocated 
owing to the assymetric nature of the relationship. For this reason, most patron-client 
relationships offer a durable and intensive connection that benefits both parties on the basis of 
loyalty.114 Networks of patron-client relationships lay at the foundation of Ottoman rule, and 
manifested itself in what is referred to as a system of clientelism or favoritism. Each 
individual who occupied a position of power in whatever institution attracted clients that 
could be assigned to lower ranking positions in the organization in return for loyalty. As such, 
patron-client relationships were the principal vehicle that enabled favoritism to not only 
regulate, but also confirm the socio-political hierarchy of Ottoman society.  
 The Ottoman court was the focal point from which asymmetrical bonds of patronage 
originated deriving from its sovereignty and enormous wealth, and the imperial household 
constituted the core element of this institution. The sultan presided over the household in the 
role of patriarch, and was immediately followed by the queen mother (vālide sulṭān), who by 
the eighteenth century operated as de facto matriarch. The household was, furthermore, 
composed of the royal concubines and their offspring, either princes or princesses, who were 
supported by the household staff and servants consisting of female slaves and the eunuchs 
who guarded the precincts of the imperial harem (ḥarem-i hümāyūn). Members of the dynasty 
received a daily stipend (mevācib) from the state treasury, and since the sultan held the 
empire's territory as his personal (ḫāṣṣ) domain, he could grant parts of it to female members 
of the dynasty as "slipper money" (paşmaklık) for the length of a lifetime, which could be 
employed for investment in public welfare and charities. The crown domains consisted 
primarily of agricultural land, but could also include mines, customs duties, harbor taxes, and 
taxes levied on the port's market, revenue of which was employed mostly for munificent and 
philanthropic purposes.115 The system of absolute monarchy dictated that the sultan surround 
himself with the most impenetrable barriers to his presence. He lived cut off from the outside 
world and his own family in the north-wing of the harem quarters, which was a space set off 
by both architectural and human boundaries. The system of absolute monarchy dictated that 
proximity to the ruler was an index of power, while conversely a principal expression of that 
power was the control of access to his person. Since the degree of seclusion from the common 
gaze served as a marker of status for both men and women of means, the queen mother 
114 Henning Sievert, Zwischen arabischer Provinz und Hoher Pforte: Beziehungen, Bildung und Politik des 
osmanischen Bürokraten Rāġib Meḥmed Paşa (Würzburg: Ergon-Verlag, 2008), 25-28.  
115 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 130-131, 213-214.  
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together with the royal concubines and their infant sons and daughters were virtually 
imprisoned in the south-wing of the harem. Routine communication between the outside 
world and the inner palace was handled by the eunuch corps, members of which operated as 
personal stewards and guarded the two harems. Whereas black eunuchs were assigned to the 
women quarters, white eunuchs operated in the male sections of the inner palace.116 
 The sultan derived his power and authority from the Ottoman dynasty and from his 
role as protector of the religion of Islam and guardian of justice. However, actual power lay 
more with the dynasty per se than with the person of individual sultans, since they could be 
deposed in favor of the next most senior male relative. The dynasty had moved to a system of 
seniority when Ahmed I, after his death in 1617, was succeeded by his brother. Since the time 
of Mehmed III (r.1595-1603), princes would not leave the imperial palace, and were restricted 
to the confines of the "cage" (ḳafes), a series of pavilions that was connected to the sultan's 
quarters. Nor would they be allowed to father children unless and until they became sultan. A 
prince did not lead a personal household and therefore lacked in both real and symbolic terms 
the most important foundation of a political career. There was mutual distrust between the 
sultan and the prince who was awaiting his own turn on the throne, and as a result the latter's 
mother was the more vital representative of the elder generation in passing on the 
patrimony.117 While princes were taught under the tutelage of a single teacher in the princes' 
school that was located within the harem precinct, their mothers operated as their guardian 
and political tutor.118 The sole company of princes consisted of their mother (ḫaṣṣeki ḳadın), 
eunuchs who entertained and served them as their gentlemen-in-waiting (muṣāḥib), and 
individuals such as the teacher (ḫünkār ḫocası). Because a prince often remained confined to 
the cage for decades, strong relational ties developed between him and the people keeping 
him company. Factional support both within the palace and bridging the outer world was 
generally brought about through the agency of his mother.  
 The queen mother was the most powerful woman in the empire, and her status was 
dependent on that of her son, the sultan. Whereas high ranking women of the imperial harem 
were confined to the palace, only the queen mother appears to have had mobility outside the 
confines of the harem, be it under tight surveillance of the black eunuch guards. For this 
reason, it was essential for royal women to develop links with individuals or groups outside 
the palace often through mediation of their steward (ketḫüdā). In addition, their wealth and 
116 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 119-125. 
117 Gülrü Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power: the Topkapi Palace (New York/Cambridge: MIT 
Press, 1991), 175; Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 21-27.  
118 Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power, 116; Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 232-236. 
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status permitted them to control the careers of a large number of female personal attendants, 
and to influence the careers of the harem's administrative officials. Manumitted slaves might 
act as agents for their former mistresses through bonds of patronage, but the most important 
links with centers of power outside the palace were forged through the marriages of 
princesses (sulṭānlar) to leading statesmen. Married princesses enjoyed relatively easy access 
to the imperial harem, their parental home, and could serve as informants, couriers, and 
political strategists. 119 Commonly upon a new sultan's accession to the throne, he would 
dismiss high ranking officials and replace them with favorites on whose loyalty he could 
count. The gentlemen-in-waiting and teachers, who had held an exclusive right of access to 
the former prince, would shape the backbone of this network of favorites, and were 
complemented with allied grandees from the urban elite. The support of the latter was 
generally negotiated by the queen mother, which explains the prestige and power her office 
had gained since the mid-seventeenth century.120  
 The far reaching influence of royal women both within and outside the palace was a 
political reality the sultan attempted to control. Therefore, the women who were associated 
with his predecessor, their unmarried daughters and infant sons, as well as their servants and 
suits were to be transported to the Old Palace.121 After his accession to the throne, the sultan 
could start building up his personal household and had the palace school for pages in the 
Third Courtyard at his deposal to forge new alliances and expand his power basis. Originally, 
the male pages were selected from the most beautiful and talented slaves of Christian origin, 
who converted to Islam and had their relations with the outer world severed to guarantee their 
loyalty to the sultan. However, by the eighteenth century Muslim-born pages, whose relatives 
lived in İstanbul, had infiltrated the system as a result of which grandee households were able 
to achieve unprecedented political prominence when the sultan's favoritism selected them for 
high office in the state apparatus.122  
 The Ottoman elite households (ḫāne, bāb, or ḳāpū) were modeled after the imperial 
household of the sultan, and consisted of the grandee's immediate family, slaves or domestic 
servants, bodyguards and clients, who assembled at the residential compound or palace of the 
grandee. The household was in the first place an economic community that gained revenues 
119 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 143-149.  
120 Stremmelaar, Justice and Revenge, 19-22. 
121 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 122.  
122 Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power, 111-113. 
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through the possession of land, apartments, tax farms, and long distance trade. 123  The 
establishment of pious foundations that were manifest in almost every sector of Ottoman 
society through for instance plants, workshops, warehouses, libraries, vocational schools, and 
bath houses added to the potential of households and provided an economic basis that 
survived for generations.124 Female members were also allowed to own and manage property 
which granted them considerable autonomy. 125  Marriage meant the entrance into the 
household of a bride and the formation of a new conjugal unit (aile) for which the patriarch 
bore the responsibility of providing residential quarters either under the same roof or in close 
proximity. Marriage also involved the transfer of wealth in the shape of a bride price, but did 
not encompass a transfer of property nor did it change the household's division of labor. 
Marital bonds were essential instruments to create and empower relational ties with other 
households. Moreover, female networks that were sustained through formal visiting rituals 
provided women with information and sources of power useful to their male relatives.126  
 Therefore, the creation and maintenance of social networks through favoritism was a 
deliberate strategy of the Ottoman dynasty. The mechanism enabled its members to legitimize 
their authority, and politically consolidate their superior position on a level that encompassed 
not only the city where the court resided, but all provinces of the empire. In a similar vein, 
could it be that the construction and expansion of the water infrastructure helped to sustain 
and regulate a network of imperial clients? We have learned that the implementation of water 
infrastructure was subjected to a central organization that was principally directed from the 
court, and members from the imperial household controlled the water supply to each single 
fountain. While Hamadeh has correctly ascertained that building patronage constituted a very 
visible act of munificence that plainly confirmed one's power and social status, the specific 
act of fountain patronage was facilitated through the munificence of the imperial family, i.e. 
123 From a legal point of view, all land within the Ottoman Empire belonged to the crown domains (mīrī) of the 
sultan with the exclusion of land that was explicitly set aside as private property (harac and öşür). The right to 
exploit the land i.e. obtain its tax revenues could be transferred to officials in order to provide for their living and 
meet the expenses of their service to the state. The assigned "livelihood" (dirlik) was restricted to the period of 
service or lifetime of the assignee and varied in size: a tīmār yielded an income of up to 20,000 aḳçe, a zeʿāmet 
yielded over 20,000 aḳçe, and a ḫaṣṣ yielded over 100,000 aḳçe. An arpalık was generally granted as a 
supplement or bonus to the salary of a state official: Mustafa Cezar, Typical Commercial Buildings of the 
Ottoman Classical Period and the Ottoman Construction System (İstanbul: Türkiye İş Bankası Cultural 
Publications, 1983), 252-257. 
124 Jane Hathaway, 'The Military Household in Ottoman Egypt' in Int. J. Middle East Stud. 27 (1995), 40-41; and 
'The Wealth and Influence of an Exiled Ottoman Eunuch in Egypt: The Waqf Inventory of ʿAbbās Agha' in 
Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient, Vol. 37, No. 4 (1994), 303-308. 
125 Mary Ann Fay, 'Women and Waqf: Property, Power, and the Domain of Gender in Eighteenth-Century Egypt' 
in Madeline C. Zilfi, Women in the Ottoman Empire. Middle Eastern Women in the Early Modern Era 
(Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill, 1997), 31.  
126 Alan Duben, 'Turkish Families and Households in Historical Perspective' in Journal of Family History, 
Spring 1985 (10:1), 81-88; Fay, 'Women and Waqf', 41-42; Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 7. 
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the sultan, or queen mother. In short, did the proliferation of fountains under the patronage of 
elite individuals demonstrate the court's successful incorporation of their wealth and prestige? 
To what extent did the implementation of the Taksim water network reflect the new political 
alignment among the ruling elite since the enthronement of Mahmud I? Who were the 
fountain patrons? What was their relation to one another, and in particular to the sultan and 
the queen mother? How was their social status and prestige communicated in the fountain 
architecture and ornamentation?  
 
We have seen that current historical and art-historical scholarship has not at all formulated 
comparable questions with regards to the implementation of water infrastructure, and the 
Taksim water system project in particular. Historiography has completely ignored the political 
component of such grand-scale infrastructural projects, and has taken the participation of and 
interaction between the imperial family and members from the ruling elite for granted. More 
so, it has failed to acknowledge the significance of the Taksim project in relation to the 
Patrona Revolt and the enthronement of Mahmud I. Art historiography has demonstrated a 
preoccupation with the self-evident facts of the surface: numbers, decorative features, 
categories, and periodizations. Hamadeh might have successfully broken through the ruling 
uncritical and self-affirming conception of fountain architecture, her contentions are sparsely 
supported and do in no way represent the eighteenth-century developments in the social and 
political spheres. Her argument about "the increasingly porous socio-cultural boundaries of 
the capital" and the higher upward mobility to the detriment of the court lacks an accurate 
examination of the construction chronology of water networks and the fountains proper. What 
is more, is that she fails to comprehend the socio-political mechanism through which Ottoman 
society was regulated and controlled: clientelism and favoritism. Finally, her reading of the 
poetic epigraphy is incomplete, focuses on a few popular and large monuments, and 
exaggerates the architectural sensibilities of contemporary poets in order to create a world of 
"splash and spectacle".    
 Therefore, the various dimensions, which are embedded in the Taksim project and 
which I have mentioned at the start of my introduction, appear to have been largely neglected 
in scholarship. The political context is the first crucial dimension that is missing. To what 
extent was the Patrona Revolt able to impact and alter the contemporary status quo in the 
political landscape of the capital? How did Mahmud I consolidate his reign after the 
irregularities of the uprising? To what extent did the Taksim project constitute part of the 
campaign to promote the public image of the dynasty and the new sultan? Did the Taksim 
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project contribute to the consolidation strategies of Mahmud I? The economic context is the 
second important dimension. To what extent did the economic policies contribute to social 
discontent, while at the same time facilitating the image building of the court? More so, if the 
conspicuous consumption of Ahmed III led to the latter's deposal, why did Mahmud I chose to 
continue his policies? With regards to the third, art-historical dimension of the Taksim 
project, the following questions need to be answered. What did the fountains look like in 
terms of architecture and ornamentation? What message did the artistic ensemble intend to 
project upon its spectators? To what extent was the architecture and decorative program based 
on conspicuous consumption and Islamic charity? How did the design of the structures relate 
to the stylistic program of the court? The social dimension appears to introduce a fourth and 
completely new angle to scholarship on Ottoman fountain architecture. In addition, the case of 
the Taksim project allows us to examine the full operation of the social mechanism through 
which sultans built up their network of favorites. Royal depositions undermined the 
legitimacy of the dynasty, and the queen mother of the new sultan, Saliha Valide Sultan, was 
best positioned to play a conciliatory role, and consolidate the early reign of her son through 
the alliances she had built over time and prior to his accession. To what extent did the water 
network testify to the efforts of Mahmud I to build up his social network of trustees? Did a 
central organization under royal patronage coordinate the implementation of the project? If so, 
was the proliferation of fountains under the patronage of elite individuals a marker of the 
court's successful incorporation of their wealth and prestige? To what extent did the 
implementation of the water network reflect the new political alignment among the ruling 
elite?  
 In short, the construction of the Taksim water network offers a unique case to study 
the transition from Ahmed III to Mahmud I after the Patrona Revolt, and analyze the various 
strategies through which the latter attempted to consolidate and legitimize his rule. Next to 
that, the inclusion of affluent dignitaries in the project grants a glimpse of the way in which 
the government regulated wealth in the Ottoman economy. When the consolidation politics 
and wealth regulation under Mahmud I are combined with the focus on clientelism and the 
concept of a "negotiated empire", the study of the Taksim project will be a contribution to the 
historiographical debate surrounding the processes of centralization and decentralization in 
the Ottoman Empire. Furthermore, the architecture and ornamentation of the fountains were 
designed and created shortly before Mahmud I decided to express his grandeur with the 
Ottoman Baroque. The fountain architecture would reveal his initial search for an adequate 
decorative vocabulary to express dynastic legitimacy. But most importantly, it offers a chance 
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to examine the interaction between the classical Ottoman, the International Timurid, and 
European Baroque decorative idioms during this period, and challenge the rigid periodization 
of the "Tulip Age" and "Baroque" in art history. My central research question would therefore 
be: To what extent does the construction of the Taksim water network (1730-33) exemplify the 
renegotiation of authority between court and society?  
 My research intends to shed light on the three separate but interwoven dimensions that 
are embedded in the timing, planning, and construction of the Taksim water network between 
the years 1730-33: 1. The contemporary political history, 2. The construction chronology and 
the architecture and decoration of the fountains, and 3. The social network and favoritism 
mechanisms. 
 The political perspective forces us to question current scholarship relating to the 
outbreak, development, and impact of the Patrona Revolt. Because to what extent did the 
uprising succeed in manipulating the existing power balance which Ahmed III and Damad 
İbrahim had sought to uphold? And how did Mahmud I attempt to consolidate his early reign, 
and deal with the turbulent aftermath of the rebellion? In other words, simply looking at the 
facts, what was the political context within which the water network was built?  
 The second perspective zooms more closely in on the specific art-historical context of 
the Taksim project, and in the first place wonders about the construction chronology of the 
water system and the connected fountains. What can we say about the particular timetable and 
planning which the corps of royal architects followed in the implementation of the project 
between 1730-33? And to what extent is the current composition of the water network 
representative of the initial shape immediately after the project's completion in 1733? What 
are the characteristics of the contemporary architectural and decorative elements of the 
Taksim fountains? And finally, how did the water network change and expand over the course 
of the centuries up until now, and what to say of the respective fountains?  
 Only after we have established the construction chronology, we can start asking more 
analytical questions about the circumstances surrounding the involvement of the fountain 
patrons proper, and their position in the trust network of the sultan. Who were the fountain 
patrons? What was their relation to one another, and in particular to the sultan and the queen 
mother? How was their social status and prestige communicated in the decorative program 
and architecture of the fountains?  
 I argue that the specific timing of the project was paramount: in spring 1730, Ahmed 
III and his grand vizier started the preparations for a water system in Bahçeköy that was to 
strengthen the sultan's trust network and express his dynastic legitimacy. However, when the 
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Patrona Revolt erupted in fall 1730, the implementation of the water system was stalled, and 
gave Mahmud I an opportunity to legitimize and consolidate his early regime through 
architectural patronage. The very essence of the project was that those affluent and prominent 
elite individuals who were in support of the new regime, and owed their prestige and high 
social status to the favoritism of Mahmud I were allowed to participate and invest in the water 
network. Therefore, the Taksim project reflected a new political alignment, the social contract 
between the sultan and the participating grandees that materialized in the architecture of the 
fountains. I estimate that a new and alternative angle focusing in particular on the social 
dimension of both imperial rule as well as fountain architecture will add to our understanding 
of eighteenth-century Ottoman politics, and elucidate the key importance of social networks 
to absolutist monarchies and patronage of art and architecture. 
 
Theoretical and methodological framework: social networks 
My focus on the social network of Mahmud I necessitates knowledge from the field of 
sociology to be applied to the Ottoman context. The interrelated character of the fountain 
network and contemporary politics with the trust network of Mahmud I requires the 
identification of each individual that participated in and contributed to the Taksim project. But 
the field of Ottoman collective biography or "prosopography" has unfortunately been rather 
understudied, and already in 1985, Suraiya Faroqhi ascertained that research in this specific 
branch of Ottoman studies was on the whole rather underdeveloped as compared to alternative 
areas of cultural history where a similar approach was employed. On the whole, she has 
observed a tendency to emphasize the role of the administrative-military elite, including şeyhs 
and ʿulema, in the center to the neglect of the provincial elite. Next to that, she argues that 
common assumptions about the importance of households and patronage relationships in the 
formation of the Ottoman state apparatus need to advance to a higher level.127 In order to 
avoid projecting similar misperceptions, I intend to introduce key concepts and methodologies 
from social network theory into my analysis of the Taksim water network. My aim is to 
examine the internal connections between the individuals involved, and their disposition 
toward the sultan and the queen mother on the basis of this theoretical framework.  
127 Suraiya Faroqhi, 'Civilian Society and Political Power in the Ottoman Empire: A Report on Research in 
Collective Biography (1480-1830)' in International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Feb., 1985), 
109-117.  
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 The development of present-day social network theory and analysis has been fuelled 
through the interchanging association and separation of three distinct main strands in the field: 
the socio-metric analysts, the Harvard researchers, and the Manchester anthropologists. The 
theory can be said to have originated with the former, a group of emigrants from Germany to 
the United States during the 1930s who were working in the fields of cognitive and social 
psychology. They were inspired by the Gestalt-theory of Wolfgang Köhler (1887-1967) 
which held that individual perceptions are socially determined through the influence of group 
organization and its associated social climate. Laboratory methods or laboratory-like case 
studies were employed to look at group structure and at the flow of information and ideas 
through groups. Simultaneously, anthropologists and sociologists at Harvard University were 
developing some of the ideas of the British social anthropologist Radcliffe-Brown (1881-
1955) in the direction of a concern with the interdependence of the structural elements in 
social systems. The numerous factory and community studies which they produced, 
emphasized the importance of informal and interpersonal relations in all social systems. 
Meanwhile at Manchester University, a parallel line of development from the work of 
Radcliffe-Brown emphasized the analysis of conflict and contradiction in social systems, 
which was applied to the study of African tribal societies, and a little later to rural and small 
towns in Britain. The final breakthrough to a well-developed methodology of social network 
analysis occurred at Harvard. During the late 1960s, Harrison White extended the 
mathematical basis of social structure through algebraic models and multidimensional scales 
in order to accurately measure social structures and their individual members.128 During the 
1970s, the formulation of a comprehensive methodology resulted into the extension of social 
network analysis beyond the scope of social sciences to encompass other areas such as that of 
historiography.  
 The essence of social network theory is the notion that individuals are embedded 
within social networks that provide a blueprint for their future actions and behavior. The 
properties of social configurations can be displayed in a sociogram or graph that represents 
the social field in which related individuals operate. The latter are displayed through nodes or 
points that are connected to one another through lines representing their interaction or causal 
relationship. 129  The basic unit of a graph is the actor, which represents either distinct 
individuals or collective social entities. A pair of actors (dyad) is linked to one another by a 
128 John Scott, Social Network Analysis. A Handbook (London/Newbury Park/New Delhi: Sage Publications, 
1991), 7-9, 33. 
129 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 3-12.  
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relational tie, and the content of the linkage is generally based on the transfer of either 
material or immaterial resources.130 The quality of the relational tie can be analyzed through 
examinations that center around the reciprocity, intensity and durability involved. The degree 
to which a relational tie is reciprocated propounds a criterion to measure a directional 
relationship between a pair of actors, which is indicated through an arrow head pointing 
toward the related node. Relational ties can be multi-stranded. For example, a relational tie 
that is not reciprocated, and indicates the direction of financial aid or protection from a 
sending actor to a receiving actor, is compensated by a second (unreciprocated) linkage that 
points out the political loyalty from the receiving actor toward the sending party. Intensity 
refers to the strength of a relational tie: it reflects either the degree of commitment to social 
obligations or the multiplexity of a relationship. Durability is a measure of how enduring the 
relational tie and its obligations are. For instance, kinship obligations are constantly activated, 
hence very durable because they last for the whole of one's life, whereas those that exist for a 
particular and limited purpose are likely to be transient.131  
 The study of social networks becomes more meaningful when dyads are taken into 
account not as singular entities, but in comparison with one another. In this case, a triad is 
constructed that is composed of the relational ties between three actors. Basically the 
relationships are assessed for the actors' evaluation of each other that results in either positive 
(+) or negative (-) attitudes. Two concepts are of particular interest to the analysis of these 
basic structures, which figure as the building blocks for larger social networks. First, whether 
the triad is transitive: if person A likes person B, and person B in turn likes person C, then 
person C will also like person A. The second concept refers to the balanced nature of the 
triad: if persons A and B like each other, their evaluation of person C must be similar, and in 
case they dislike each other, their opinion of person C will be different.132 Triad (i) in Fig. 1.1 
represents a balanced and transitive situation, since all three actors like each other. The same 
is true for triad (iii), where persons A and B through their liking of each other confer in their 
negative attitude toward person C. Triad (ii) is an example of a both unbalanced and 
intransitive situation, because person A likes person B, and person B likes person C, however 
person C in turn does not like person A.133 More complex social structures are composed of 
overlapping either balanced or unbalanced triads. Relational ties make nodes adjacent to one 
130 Stanley Wasserman and Katherine Faust, Social Network Analysis: Methods and Applications (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994), 17-20. 
131 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 30-32. 
132 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 12-15; Wassermann & Faust, Social Network Analysis, 17-20.  
133 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 14-15.  
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another through a direct linkage, and the various alternative nodes to which one specific node 
is adjacent is called its neighborhood. The total number of nodes in a neighborhood 
establishes the degree of a specific node. Nodes can also maintain an indirect relationship 
with each other through a sequence of lines, which is termed a walk. Walks can constitute 
paths when each point and each line is distinct, and the distance between two nodes can be 
measured on the basis of the shortest path between them.134 
 
Fig. 1.1 Balanced and unbalanced triads  
 
 A cluster of actors, who are connected through both direct and indirect relational ties, 
can constitute a subgroup (or clique) on the basis of predetermined criteria. Several sets of 
subgroups can be the building blocks for a single group on a larger scale, on the condition 
that the actors taking part in the collective entity arguably belong together. A simple criterion 
for the selection of subgroups can be balance, i.e. the relations among a subset of actors are 
positive. Consequently, the one subgroup distinguishes itself through the presence of negative 
attitudes toward the other subgroup(s). The moment the negative relationship between the two 
subgroups becomes obsolete, they will merge into a single group. The abovementioned is an 
134 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 14-15, 70-72. 
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example of a structural variable measuring the character and content of a relational tie. 
Attributional data with respect to the actor-specific characteristics and properties provide 
another criterion on the basis of which subgroups can be identified. The composition 
variable measures the actor attributes such as gender, race, ethnicity, or geographical 
location. The affiliational variable pertains to the subset itself on the basis of each of its 
actors being associated with one another through a specific entity like for instance an event, 
club, or organization.135  
 Finally, a finite set of (sub)groups and the definition(s) of the relationship(s) the 
partaking actors share with one another are the basic ingredients of a social network. 
Individual actors can employ their social network for the achievement of a specific goal, 
which turns the web of direct and indirect contacts into a faction. A faction operates 
exclusively on a political level, and becomes inactive at the moment the projected target has 
been accomplished. The negotiation of a political dispute for the gain of profit or protection is 
the main motivating force behind the mobilization of a faction, and the latter is maintained on 
the basis of common interests.136 Similarly, one has to bear in mind that the composition of 
social networks like factions is in no way of a fixed nature or permanent status. The networks 
and the character of the relationships they contain, as well as the measure of reciprocity, 
intensity and durability are in a constant flux through the infinite practice of human 
interaction.137 
 Henning Sievert is one of the first historians to apply concepts from social network 
theory to eighteenth-century Ottoman historiography, and his work, although centering 
around one focal individual, Koca Ragıb Mehmed Paşa (d. 1176 AH; 1763), has provided us 
with a revealing insight into the inner workings of Ottoman politics. Decisive in the 
promotion of Ragıb Mehmed Paşa to the office of grand vizier (r. 1757-63) was his status as 
the mentor and favorite of Mustafa III. Next to that, his household left a considerable imprint 
on the state bureaucracy, and was moreover flanked by his connections with the Islamic 
scholars. His education both in the literary languages of Arabic, Persian, and Turkish (ʿadab) 
as well as Islamic science (ʿilm) gave him control over the bottleneck between the various 
social networks, that were composed of either members from the state bureaucracy or the 
establishment of ʿulema. Despite the indisputable importance of the court and the city where it 
resided, the connections of the imperial family did not directly reach the most distant corners 
135 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 12-15; Wasserman & Faust, Social Network Analysis, 17-20.  
136 Wasserman & Faust, Social Network Analysis, 29-30; Sievert, Zwischen arabischer Provinz und Hoher 
Pforte, 30-34. 
137 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 20-26.  
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of the empire. While elite individuals in the core regions of the empire endeavored to find 
patrons at the court, at the same time they mediated and maintained the court's connections 
with grandees who inhabited outer provinces such as Iraq or Egypt, and desired to build up 
social proximity to the court despite the geographic distance. Accordingly, a network of direct 
and indirect power relations evolved around the person of the sultan, who had the final word 
in the appointment of offices or tax farms. State officials from the court or state 
administration mediated the connections both on a provincial and an empire-wide level 
between the center and the local elites to such an extent that the latter can be regarded as an 
extension of the state elite. The existence of such an empire-wide network bore consequences 
to the dynamics of political alliance and conflict of which the repercussions did not remain 
restricted to the distant province, and could reach the inner sanctum of the imperial court.138 
 Sievert's analysis demonstrates the extent to which local elites actively participated in 
a shared Ottoman imperial culture, and forces us to formulate alternative views on the 
political processes of the eighteenth century which have traditionally been described as 
"decentralization." The abovementioned concept of a "negotiated empire" which has been 
introduced by Barkey shows striking similarities with Sievert's work. She defines the Ottoman 
imperial system in terms of a "hub-and-spoke" network structure in which the provinces 
represented by the "spokes" are tied to a centrally located "hub", the capital. These relations 
were regularly subject to negotiations over the degree of provincial autonomy in return for 
military and fiscal compliance. The center held on to its position as pivot by negotiating and 
maintaining more or less distinct compacts between itself and the various segments across the 
empire.139  
 Two methods are helpful for further investigation. The first is the egocentric 
approach which circles around one focal actor/"ego", in our case Mahmud I and a set of 
alters who have relational ties to him either directly or indirectly. The second is the 
sociocentric approach that focuses on the ties existing among his contacts, and is of central 
importance as the potential of the sultan's agency is mediated both through his direct and 
indirect connections. 140  Deriving from his formal seclusion from the outside world, the 
principal actors with whom the sultan could engage were his family, his teacher, and the 
pages and eunuchs who stood at his service in the Third Courtyard and the privy chamber. 
Since these persons were privileged to maintain a direct relationship with him that was both 
138 Sievert, Zwischen arabischer Provinz und Hoher Pforte, 457-461. 
139 Barkey, Empire of Difference, 5-11.  
140 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 67-76; Wasserman & Faust, Social Network Analysis, 41-42.  
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reciprocal and rather durable, they were selected to become his client and mediate his contacts 
with the world outside the inner palace walls. In other words, they inhabited a strategic node 
at the junctions in the social network of the sultan. 
 
Fig. 1.2 Highly centralized sociogram 
 
 It is very useful in this regard to assess the concept of centralization from a social 
network perspective, and the highly centralized "star-diagram" in Fig. 1.2 serves as an 
accurate illustration. The actor who is the most popular, prominent, or prestigious stands in 
the center of the group. The most prestigious actor is extensively involved in relationships 
with other actors which makes the former more visible to other indirect contacts. It is 
important to note therefore that "ego", i.e. the sultan, does not have to initiate ties; one has to 
look at ties directed toward him which are not necessarily and directly reciprocated. The 
graph in Fig. 1.3 exemplifies the concept of centralization in a larger context. Persons A, B, 
and C have a high local centrality because they each have a high degree, i.e. large number of 
nodes in their neighborhood. The global centrality of person B however is highest because he 
occupies a position of strategic importance in the network at short distances from other nodes, 
i.e. it is the closest to all other actors. Persons G and M fulfill another important role in the 
social network, because, although they might have a relatively low degree, they operate as 
gatekeepers and are positioned in between the various subgroups. The remaining nodes can be 
regarded as periphery.141 Although the methodology of social network analysis is imparted 
with a comprehensive system of mathematical concepts and formulae to effectively process 
141 Scott, Social Network Analysis, 86-97; Wasserman & Faust, Social Network Analysis, 172-192.  
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the relational data, the historic nature of my research necessitates me to limit myself to 
terminology and a selection of theoretical concepts and methods that are relevant for my 
analysis. 
 
Fig. 1.3 Local and global centrality 
 
 In short, the strength of the Ottoman state during this period can best be characterized 
as the ability to (re)negotiate relationships and bonds of mutual obligation and loyalty within 
a comprehensive, empire-wide social network. Thus, the Taksim water network provides an 
excellent case study to assess the intricacies of the negotiated empire, and offer an alternative 
interpretation to the debate in Ottoman historiography that evolves around the dichotomy of 
centralization vs. decentralization. The concept of a centralized social network sheds new 
light on processes of centralization which have traditionally been equaled to political 
transformations on a more institutional level, i.e. the expansion and specialization of 
bureaucracies. But when we concentrate on the actual driving forces behind such 
transformations, the office-holding elite individuals and their mutual relationships, we might 
come to conclude that the social network of royals and state officials proper could be 
perceived of as an institution regulating and maintaining authority during the eighteenth 
century.  
 In my approach I will deal with three dimensions. The first dimension focusing on 
political developments and the construction history of the Taksim water project will be based 
on a critical reading of secondary source material with regards to the transition from Ahmed 
III to Mahmud I, that is complemented by contemporary written sources such as chronicles 
and foreign accounts. The second, art-historical dimension will be based on the formal 
analysis of the fountain architecture, decorative program, and poetic epigraphy of each 
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individual fountain. The third, socio-political dimension will be highlighted by applying the 
abovementioned theoretical framework on both the collective biography of the participants in 
the Taksim project, as well as the fountain architecture and ornamentation.  
 
Primary source material: fountains & written sources 
The multiple perspectives of my research necessitate a broad and varying range of source 
material to be combined and examined. The first category of source material pertains to the 
initial composition of the fountain network in 1733, and the second comprises the 
architecture, decorative features, and poetic epigraphy of the fountains proper. The third 
category consists of the contemporary chronicles that describe the political events surrounding 
the implementation of the Taksim project. So, the reconstruction of the Taksim water network 
of the scale and physical appearance it had right after its completion in 1733 was the first task 
of my research. In her seminal work on the architecture of the New Palace (Topkapı Palace), 
Gülrü Necipoğlu stresses the importance of examining both primary and contemporary 
sources that are related to the structure/complex in order to support and determine the 
construction chronology and original layout. 142 A dangerous pitfall would be to take the 
current manifestation of the water network for granted without taking the moments of repair 
and expansion into consideration. Alterations to the network and landscape of fountains can 
be traced back to several large urban infrastructural projects that influenced its physical 
composition. The original layout of the Taksim water network was first altered near the end of 
the reign of Mahmud I, when the water capacity of the Büyükdere stream had proven to be 
inadequate during the summer months. As a result, in 1749/50, a bigger dam was constructed 
for the accumulation and collection of more water during the rainy seasons. The first large 
renovation was executed during the reign of ʿAbdülhamid I, when between 1786-87, grand 
admiral Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa in cooperation with grand vizier Koca Yusuf Paşa initiated 
the replacement of the original clay pipes with brick galleries. In addition, they expanded the 
capacity of the system through the repair and enlargement of the dam (since then referred to 
as Topuzlu Bent) and the water network proper. During the reign of Selim III in 1796/97, 
Mihrişah Valide Sultan had a second dam (Valide Bendi) built to the northwest of the 
previous dam of which the supply line joined the water network and doubled its capacity. In 
1839, Mahmud II was the last sultan to drastically expand the network through the 
142 Necipoğlu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power, xiv-xv.  
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construction of a new dam bearing his name (II. Mahmud Bendi) next to the Valide Bendi, and 
the addition of a water main that provisioned the north of Beyoğlu.143 
 Thereafter, between 1900-02, a new water network was built by ʿAbdülhamid II 
known as the Hamidiye Suları that dealt with the city's growing demand for water, and 
moreover engaged into competition with European water companies. Political instability and 
the human traumas of the First World War seem to have stalled the development and 
maintenance of the city's Ottoman water distribution networks, which were closed in 1950.144 
Thereafter, for a considerable period of time, the fountains seem to have lost most of their 
historical and monumental value alongside the expiration of their active use. The 
implementation of successive master plans to reorganize the central districts of Greater 
İstanbul, ameliorate the transportation system, and allow for more open spaces has left 
devastating marks on the historical urban tissue. The Prost Plan can be said to have attributed 
to the disappearance or replacement of manifold monumental fountains. Already during the 
early 1940s, the partial and piecemeal implementation of the plan led to grand scale 
demolitions. But they were drastically exceeded during the second half of the 1950s, when 
Adnan Menderes was prime minister.145 Recently, the outburst of "Ottomania" appears to 
have led to a reevaluation of fountain architecture, and the incorporation of this current by the 
AKP-led national government and metropolitan municipality of İstanbul has resulted in a true 
"restoration" frenzy. However, the sloppy and hasty nature of a considerable number of 
renovations has added to the further physical alteration if not mutilation of quite some 
fountains.  
 Although the works of Yüngül and Çeçen sketch a relatively detailed image of the 
reach and capacity which the Taksim water network once had, it lacks a solid historical 
examination of both the landscape within which it was constructed as well the consecutive 
phases along which the network developed over the course of the centuries. Unfortunately, the 
existence of independent water supply lines in the area is left out of their assessment, and a 
number of fountains has been omitted from their account because the authors were either 
uninformed about their whereabouts, or because the fountains had vanished from the urban 
landscape. More so, the image they have drawn of the distinct water channel itineraries has 
proven to be an incomplete one, and in some instances neglects to take into account the urban 
143 Çeçen, Taksim ve Hamidiye Suları, 38-62. 
144 Noyan Dinçkal, ‘Reluctant Modernization. The Cultural Dynamics of Water Supply in Istanbul, 1885-1950’ 
in Technology and Culture, Vol. 49, Number 3, July 2008, 696-698. 
145 Murat Gül, The Emergence of Modern Istanbul. Transformation and Modernisation of a City (London/New 
York: Tauris Publishers, 2009), 98-118, 145-157.  
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fabric and terrain beneath which the conduits ran. In order to trace the full reach of the initial 
water network, I had to embark on the most extensive task of my research: to catalogue all 
approximately hundred and eighty fountains in the area that was covered by the network of 
water pipe lines stretching from Kasımpaşa to Galata, Beyoğlu, Fındıklı, and Kabataş. The 
first step (1) was to map all remaining fountains in their current location and condition, and to 
this end I employed the available art-historical literature of which the work done by Tanışık 
proved to be most comprehensive. A referential database which I maintained kept record of 
every single fountain, and registered explicit references in literature to their physical condition 
and location in order to assess part of their construction chronology. My literature study went 
hand in hand with actual fieldwork that was necessary in order to ascertain the extent to which 
the fountains were still present in the urban landscape of İstanbul. Strolling the streets like the 
regular street dog, I acquainted myself with all of the abovementioned neighborhoods 
following the maps of Yandex (which are more accurate than Google in the case of İstanbul) 
and the local grocery's directions in search of the surviving monuments. The fieldwork helped 
me to determine the exact location of the fountains, photograph their architecture, stylistic 
characteristics and chronograms if present, and register them in QGIS which is an open source 
system for geographic information. The second step (2) was to determine whether the 
fountains did in fact belong to the initial composition of the Taksim water network. Fountains 
that predated the construction works were added to my historical assessment of the area, and 
those constructed during later extensions were eliminated from selection. 
 A selection of fountains remained that posed further problems to my analysis: to what 
extent were fountains replaced from the original to their current location? What is the present 
physical condition of the fountains? And to what extent does the current appearance represent 
the architectural traits of the original fountain? Records in the available literature 
complemented with photographic material could reveal only part of the puzzle, so more 
advanced methods were necessary. Thus, the third step (3) comprised a (partial) 
reconstruction of the urban fabric in the early eighteenth century. The meticulous labor of 
"rebuilding" parts of historic İstanbul is essential for two reasons. First, because our 
examination of the water network and the socio-political processes of which the latter is a 
product, can only be representative if we take the contemporary urban and built context as a 
point of departure. Second, because the "rebuilding" serves the rediscovery of quite a number 
of fountains, that has disappeared from the urban landscape as a consequence of 
reorganization plans and the test of time. Still, my reconstruction is an estimation of the shape 
which the urban fabric took in the early eighteenth century, and focuses primarily on the exact 
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location which the fountains occupied in the water network. The fundament was provided by 
Howard Crane's excellent examination of "Ḥadīḳatü ʾl-cevāmiʿ" (Garden of the Mosques) 
written by Hafız Hüseyin ʿAyvansarayî between 1779-1780/81, and complemented by ʿAli 
Satı Efendi until the end of 1838, and Süleyman Besim until the year 1859/60. The 
consecutive authors had catalogued all the mosques that were extant in İstanbul at the time of 
composition, and narrate what was commonly known about the history of the mosques, 
anecdotes, date of construction, and charitable works of grandees and royals.146 Crane has 
successfully managed to determine the exact locations of the mosques. Mosques help to 
establish the focal points in the towns north of the Golden Horn, because the hierarchy 
between the larger congregational mosque (cāmiʿ) and the smaller neighborhood mosque 
(mescid) presumes a certain population density. The survey of Crane has been especially 
instrumental in the partial reconstruction of some neighborhoods that were entirely destroyed 
through fire, such as for instance Cihangir in 1915.  
 In addition, the reconstruction of the eighteenth-century urban fabric of Galata has 
been informed by the master thesis of Deniz Özyurt, which accurately visualizes the 
development of the street pattern in the area from the eighteenth toward the second half of the 
nineteenth century.147 However, my total reconstruction of the area is largely dependent on 
the urban fabric of the early twentieth century, and this has been neatly documented in the fire 
insurance maps of Kasımpaşa, Galata, Beyoğlu, Fındıklı, Kabataş, and Taksim. They were 
produced by Jacques Pervititch during the years 1925-50 and Suat Nirven between 1946-
50.148 Because the aim of these maps was for insurance companies to predict the risk of fire, 
not only the housing density and the width of streets has been mapped. The presence of water 
in each neighborhood has been indicated as well through for instance blue areas symbolizing 
pools and reservoirs, and most importantly fountains are included in the map through small 
blue squares or icons indicating monuments. Digital copies of these maps were imported into 
QGIS together with Google satellite imagery from present-state İstanbul, and were 
transformed into individual layers. Through a comparison of the geographical information and 
cartography which Crane, Özyurt, Pervititch and Nirven have provided with recent satellite 
imagery of the respective neighborhoods, a comprehensive method (referred to as 
"georeferencing") to trace the water network's construction chronology and original layout 
146 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques. 
147 Deniz Özyurt, 19. yüzyılın ikinci yarısı ve 20. yüzyıl başındaki yangınlar sonrası Galata'da kentsel dokunun 
değişimi ve korunmuşluk durumunun incelenmesi (Master thesis, İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi, 2007).  
148 Seden Ersoy and Çağatay Anadol, Jacques Pervititch Sigorta Haritalarında İstanbul (İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı 
Yurt Yayınları, 2003).  
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was created. This method was moreover complemented with a collection of visual sources 
from the late nineteenth and early twentieth century such as lithographs, photographs, and 
postcards.  
 The fourth and final step (4) was to relate the location of the disappeared fountains to 
scant record of them in the work of Tanışık, Yüngül, and the "Ḥadīḳatü ʾl-cevāmiʿ". 
Thereafter, I had to reconstruct the actual network of pipe lines by making an assessment of 
(a) what fountains were built during the consecutive phases of the Taksim construction 
project, and (b) which ones either predated or outdated the project, (c) what itinerary the pipe 
lines followed, (d) and accordingly what fountain was connected to the network through 
which pipe line. Withal, this would implicate the examination of every single foundation 
document (vaḳfiye) of the fountains in the area, which would be too exhaustive for the 
purpose of this research. For this reason, I have chosen to base the composition of the distinct 
water mains and channels on the historic development of the area's water infrastructure before 
the implementation of the Taksim water network. I have taken into account the terrain and 
density of the urban fabric combined with a critical analysis of the work already done by 
Yüngül and Çeçen. The result of my historical reconstruction of the fountains and their 
locations in the area stretching from Kasımpaşa to Kabataş can be observed in Appendix A, 
and a schematic overview of the various phases in which the Taksim water network was 
constructed during the reign of Mahmud I is depicted in Appendix B. Finally, the fountains 
that were built after his reign are displayed in the four maps of Appendix C.   
The fountain structures proper provide us with the second kind of primary source 
material. Their architecture, physical traits and decorative programs reveal something not only 
of the personal taste of the sponsors, but most importantly of the hierarchy to which the 
architectural patronage of the various patrons was subjected. The assumption is that social 
status was enforced upon the grandees who participated in the project through codes of 
decorum that regulated the physical appearance of architecture, and was in general relative to 
the official position which individuals inhabited in the administration of court and state. A 
comparative analysis of the fountains' architecture and decoration should inform us of the 
hierarchy that ruled among the respective founders, and assess the model, size, decorative 
programs, and the use of building materials. But the first necessary step is to establish the 
construction chronology of the respective fountains for the purpose of which I was able to 
make use of a considerable corpus of photographic material recording the condition of several 
structures between the early nineteenth century up until this day. To what extent is the current 
physical outlook of the fountains representative of the original layout in 1733? The 
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photographs which I took during my fieldwork in 2013 are depicted in Chapter 2 together 
with a selection of older pictures; the remainder is situated in Appendix D. After that, analysis 
of the architecture and decorative traits should lead to the identification of the patron's social 
status. Which patrons gained most prestige in society by virtue of their office? And to what 
extent was the architecture influenced by the patron's relationship toward the sultan or another 
high ranking grandee? For instance, did favoritism help an individual to appropriate a 
decorative idiom which, regarding the latter's official position, was perhaps too abundant? A 
comparative approach to the fountain architecture should reveal the cultural mechanism of 
codes of decorum at work within the specific context of the Taksim project.  
 Most interesting is the poetic epigraphy that constituted part of the fountain's 
decorative program, and was applied to the structure in order to narrate and praise the patron 
for his/her munificence. The epigraphy was part of a distinct genre in the Ottoman literary 
tradition known as the "chronogram" (tārīḫ) in verse, which was cut out in stone or marble, 
and attached to the edifice of the fountain to commemorate the date of completion. The 
chronograms did bear the same name as the genre of chronicles (also referred to with "tārīḫ"), 
and can to some extent indeed be considered as written historical sources, apart from the 
literary conventions and the usage of flattering and exalting language. The writing of 
chronograms and poetry seems to have been a popular aspect of Ottoman imperial culture. 
Dignitaries who had followed an education in Islamic science and the languages of Arabic, 
Persian, and Ottoman-Turkish engaged in the composition of poetry to eulogize patrons or 
friends. The production of poetic epigraphy for fountains was another element enriching this 
literary culture, at the same providing it with an architectural component. When the 
construction of a fountain was completed, poets were invited to compose an appropriate and 
witty verse that was to celebrate the new structure as well as the founder's status. The 
chronogram that most befitted the taste as well as self-esteem of the patron would win the 
competition. 149  During the eighteenth century, fountains were commonly constructed in 
public gardens and crowded, densely populated areas in the city adjacent to markets and 
religious complexes either as part of the latter's endowment or as an independent pious 
foundation. The literate classes among the empire's population composed the main audience 
for the poetic epigraphy, although one could imagine that through oral transmission and local 
history key elements such as the foundation date and patron were known to the illiterate 
inhabitants who lived near these structures. 
149 Hamadeh, 'Splash & Spectacle', 134.  
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 Despite their omnipresence, fountain chronograms have rarely been employed for the 
purpose of historic investigation, and scholarship has thus far limited itself to the 
transliteration of verses into Latin script. Nevertheless, the chronograms on the fountains that 
were constructed as part of the Taksim project provide an extremely interesting case for the 
application of social network analysis. Apart from some minor exceptions, they were all 
composed within a short time span, and at the occasion of a specific building project, which 
allows for a comparative examination of the contemporary social context. What is more, is 
that chronograms can be regarded as a reflection of a patron-client relationship: patrons 
commissioned one of their more talented favorites to the composition of poetry. A variety of 
relationships can be examined: to what extent does the poetic epigraphy display relational ties 
between either poet and patron, the poet in relation to other patrons, the patron in relation to 
other patrons, or the patron vis-à-vis the sultan?  
 All persons involved in the panegyric that is communicated by the chronogram are 
considered to be actors in a network: the poet who composed the poem, the patron of the 
fountain at whom the panegyric is addressed, and third parties (i.e. the sultan, his mother, and 
the grand vizier) whose names the poet and/or the poet as mouth-piece of the patron felt 
obliged to mention. The relational data that is reflected in the content of the various 
chronograms provide us with perfect material from which directed relationships could be 
mapped. A comparative examination can inform us of the connections the poets maintained 
with their various patrons, but most importantly, the chronograms also give expression to the 
relational ties which the patron maintained with third parties; most notably the sultan. Since 
the concept of centralization is crucial to our understanding of the methods through which 
Mahmud I built his alliances, our main concern is the egocentric approach that focuses on the 
direction which the invocations of his name took. The sultan invited a number of grandees to 
invest in the water network of his mother, and the invocation of his majesty in the poetic 
epigraphy testified to the gratefulness and loyalty of the patron, and completed the symbolic 
exchange between the sultan and his favorite. The invocation of other names beside the 
person of the sultan, i.e. the queen mother and the grand vizier, provide us with two 
alternative actors on which the egocentric approach can be employed, although their role is 
assumed to be secondary to the sultan. Thus, social network analysis of the poetic epigraphy 
would reveal something of the patron-client relationship which the grandees maintained with 
the sultan (egocentric). The comparative analysis of the fountain architecture and decorative 
features would reveal something of the hierarchy that regulated the relationships among the 
various grandees (sociocentric).  
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The third kind of primary source material consists of the chronicles written by Küçük 
Çelebizade İsmaʿil ʿAsım, Mehmed Subhi who compiled the writings of his predecessors 
Sami Mustafa and Şakir Hüseyin, and Fındıklılı Semʿdanizade Süleyman Efendi. The 
chronicles mainly envelop around the movement of the sultan through the city in attendance 
of ceremonies, the recent outcomes of military campaigns, and political decisions. More so, 
they have proven to be very useful for the analysis of individual careers, because they record 
the appointments (tevcīh, nasb), permutations (tebdīl), continuations (ibḳā), and discharges 
(ʿazl) with regards to the highest offices in the state apparatus. Since the Taksim project was 
initiated by the court and necessitated the sponsorship of a number of grandees, we need to 
take into account the power shifts that occurred after the Patrona Revolt. The rapid changes in 
the composition of high offices in the palace, government, finance bureau, military, and 
judiciary were an expression of attempts organized by several individuals to secure their 
position. Conversely, they signify the efforts of Mahmud I to consolidate power and build a 
network of alliances. In order to get an image of the court's consolidation strategies, I have 
read the abovementioned chronicles for references to political appointments in order to 
establish the multiple career lines in the state bureaucracy. The results of my examination can 
be observed in Appendix E where the composition of offices at various intervals between 
1730-33 has been meticulously registered.  
 The abovementioned chronicles were generally written by court chroniclers, who 
followed their career in the central state administration or the Islamic judiciary apparatus. The 
office of court chronicler (vaḳʿā-i nüvis) became officially attached to the divan during the 
reign of Ahmed III in the year 1709, and was held by Mustafa Naʿima Efendi (d. 1128 AH; 
1716) who wrote a history of the years 1574-1660. He was succeeded by Şefik Mehmed 
Efendi (d. 1127 AH; 1715), who was ordered to write an account of the Edirne Incident in 
1703 and the enthronement of Ahmed III.150 Thereafter, chroniclers ceased to record events 
preceding their term in office, and instead testified of the achievements of the government in 
each passing year. Table IX in Appendix E shows the sequence of official court historians 
until far in the eighteenth century. Immediately relevant for the period under investigation is 
the chronicle that was composed and written by Küçük Çelebizade İsmaʿil ʿAsım (d. 1173 
AH; 1760). He was the son of secretary of state (reʾisü ʾl-küttāb) Küçük Çelebi Mehmed and 
made career in Islamic scholarship, which started with his appointment to teacher (müderris) 
in 1708 and his marriage to the daughter of a former grand mufti. During his tenure in the 
150 Erhan Afyoncu, 'Osmanlı Siyasî Tarihinin Ana Kaynakları: Kronikler' in Türkiye Araştırmaları Literatür 
Dergisi, Cilt 1, Sayı 2 (2003), 114.  
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office of court chronicler, he recorded the events that occurred between August 1722 and 
September 19, 1730 (Ziʾ l-kade 1134 - 3 Muharrem 1143 AH). The office of court historian 
was the stepping stone for his further career. In August 1732, he was assigned to become the 
chief judge of Yenişehir, and after several promotions he achieved his rank in the office of 
grand mufti in July 1759. Among his works is a divan from 1756/57 (1170 AH) that praises 
both Ahmed III and Mahmud I and narrates the achievements of their respective reigns. The 
divan was probably written at the occasion of his recent appointment to chief judge of 
Anatolia in October 1755.151 
 After the Patrona Revolt, Küçük Çelebizade was succeeded by Sami Mustafa (d. 1146 
AH; 1733/34) who was the son of Arpa Eminizade ʿOsman, and had made an auspicious 
career in the financial administration before he was assigned court chronicler. In March 1732 
(Ramazan 1144 AH), he was promoted to the office of infantry accountant (piyāde 
muḳābelecisi), but having started with the revolt on 28 September 1730 (15 Rebiü ʾl-evvel 
1143 AH) continued making notes of the official history until 28 May 1732 (3 Zi ʾl-hicce 
1144 AH).152 The exact date on which his successor Şakir Hüseyin was assigned is unknown. 
The latter was probably appointed sometime after June 1733, because his account of the 
Islamic year 1145 AH is rather short, lacks any detail, and must have been based on the notes 
that were left behind by Sami Mustafa. Şakir Hüseyin was the son of an Islamic scholar, 
Mustafa Efendi who had been chief judge of Edirne, but, apart from that the fact that he was 
promoted chief judge of Aleppo in October 1742, rather few details are known about his life. 
He started recording the official events from somewhere before August 1732 until May 1736 
(24 Zi ʾl-hicce 1148 AH), and was succeeded by Rami Mehmed Paşazade ʿAbdullah Refʾet 
and Hıfzı Mehmed who did not leave any writings and of whom unfortunately nothing is 
known.153 The writings of Sami Mustafa and Şakir Hüseyin were edited and compiled in the 
"Ṣubḥî Tārīḫi" of Mehmed Subhi (d. 1183 AH; 1769). He was born in İstanbul as son of Halil 
Fehmi Efendi, who was a scribe high up in the central bureaucracy. Accordingly, Subhi had a 
successful career in the empire's administration having filled the posts of commissioner of the 
mint (żarbḫāne emini), janissary scribe (yeniçeri kātibi), commissioner of the registers (defter 
emini), and chief accountant (baş muḥāsebeci).154 The chronicle of Subhi records the official 
151 Franz Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen und ihre Werke (Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1927), 
293-294.  
152 Mesut Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi. Sâmî ve Şâkir Tarihleri ile Birlikte (İnceleme ve Karşılaştırmalı Metin) 
(İstanbul: Kitabevi, 2007), XLVI-L; Babinger, 270-271. 
153 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 278; Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, LIV-LV.  
154 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 298-299; Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, XLVI-LXVIII. 
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events that occurred between 28 September 1730 and March 21, 1740 (22 Zi ʾl-hicce A.H. 
1152). 
 Another influential chronicler who because of his background and career was not 
attached to the surroundings of the court, nor held office as an official historian, was Fındıklılı 
Şemʿdanizade Süleyman (d. 1193 AH; 1779/80). He had climbed up in the Ottoman judicial 
apparatus, and was appointed to posts all across the empire like for instance in Beypazarı, 
Pravište, and Fayyum, and made it to chief judge of Rumelia.155 His seminal piece "Merʾīü ʾt-
tevārīḫ" (Panorama of History), which was presented to Sultan ʿAbdülhamid I in 1774 and 
finally completed three years later, was intended as a continuation of the "Taḳvīmü ʾt-tevārīḫ" 
(Calendar of History) from 1648 by Katib Çelebi. He included a copy of the latter in his book 
along with the addenda that were written by Şeyh Mehmed Efendi (d. 1145 AH; 1732/33) 
until the year 1731, and by Basmacı İbrahim Müteferrika (d. ?) that covered the events until 
1733/34. Thereupon followed Süleyman's own interpretation of the historical events, which 
he based on the official histories that had been written by Mehmed Subhi, ʿİzzi Süleyman, and 
Seyyid Mehmed Hakim.156 
 Even so, the chronicles provide scant information on the relationships which the 
various dignitaries maintained among each other. Therefore, I basically had to rely on 
additional secondary source material to complement our knowledge of the participating 
grandees, and the exhaustive registers of Mehmed Süreyya Bey (1845-1909), the "Sicill-i 
ʿOsmānī" (The Ottoman Records) proved to be of vital importance.157 All the written and 
printed historical and biographical material Mehmed Süreyya could lay his hands on in the 
Ottoman libraries of the late nineteenth century were consulted for the composition of his 
master piece. The aim of his work was to register biographies of all Ottoman individuals of 
which for various reasons record had remained: members from the Ottoman dynasty, 
courtiers, bureaucrats, Islamic scientists, militaries, poets, writers, and şeyhs. In addition, the 
İslam Ansiklopedisi of the Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı (Encyclopedia of Islam published by the 
Turkish Directorate of Religious Affairs) and the "Ḥadīḳatü ʾl-cevāmiʿ" were a welcome 
source of reference to complement the biographies of the fountain patrons, and discover the 
potential of relational ties among the favorites of Mahmud I.    
 The prosopographical anthologies of prominent Ottoman statesmen can also be 
counted among useful sources from which to extract key biographical information (although I 
155 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 306-307; Münir Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman Efendi Târihi 
Mür'i't-tevârih I (İstanbul: Edebiyat Fakültesi Matbaası, 1976), XVII-XIX. 
156Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman, XIX-XXI.  
157 Mehmed Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî [ed. Nuri Akbayar, Seyit Ali Kahraman] (İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı, 1996). 
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have not embarked on that quest). Şehrizade Mehmed Saʿid (1143-78 AH; 1730-64) wrote a 
number of works of which I will mention the "Tuḥfetü ʾl-muṣṭafaviyye fī bayān-ı aḥvāl-ı 
ḳapudānānü ʾl-devletü ʾl-ʿAliyye" (Treatise of the Grand Admirals of the Exalted State) that 
treated the lives of several grand admirals starting with Baltaoğlu Süleyman (1451-1453) and 
eventually ending with Grand Admiral Mustafa Paşa at whose order the work was composed 
in 1761. The work entitled "Gülzībā" (Beautiful Rose) treats the lives of 31 grand viziers from 
Nişancı Ahmed Paşa (under Ahmed III) to Yirmisekizzade Saʿid Mehmed Paşa (under 
Mahmud I). 158  Resmi Ahmed İbrahim (1112-1197 AH; 1700/01-1782/83) compiled the 
biographies of 64 secretaries of state (reʾis efendiler) somewhere after 1744/45 in "Ḫalīfetü 
ʾr-rüʾesā" (Succession of Ministers) as well as the lives of several chief black eunuchs in 
"Ḥamīletü ʾl-küberā" (Great "Orphans").159 Other contemporary works with a more literary 
character that could be included were mostly produced in honor of a specific grandee and tend 
to eulogize and elaborate on the achievements of the author's patron, for instance the earlier 
mentioned divan that was composed by Küçük Çelebizade. Among these the person of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa, who was grand vizier during the construction of the Taksim water 
network, comes forward as a protagonist in several works of which I will mention the 
"Tebrīziyye-i Ḥekīmoğlu ʿAlī Paşa" (Conquest of Tabriz of Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa) by Molla 
Kerküklü Nevres ʿAbdürrezak (d. Şevval 1175 AH; April/May 1762) that I will use in the 
context of this study.160 The three different categories of primary source material (fountain 
network, fountain architecture and epigraphy, and chronicles) will be analyzed over the 
course of three separate chapters.  
 The first chapter will deal with two simultaneous processes: the outbreak of the 
Patrona Revolt, the impact which the latter imparted on the contemporary balance of power, 
and the various phases during which the composition of the Taksim water network was 
envisioned, planned, and constructed. The aim is to find out whether the implementation of 
the Taksim water network fit into the consolidation strategies of Mahmud I, and operated as 
158 The latter was a continuation of the "Ḥadīḳātü ʾl-vüzerā" that was first written by ʿOsmanzade Ahmed Taʾib 
(d. Ramazan 1136 AH; May/June 1724) in 1717/18, and later complemented by Dilaver Ağazade ʿÖmer Vahid 
(d. Zi ʾl-kade 1172 AH; June/July 1759) in 1748/49: Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 292-297.  
159 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 309-310.  
160 Hüseyin Akkaya, Târîhçe-i Nevres. İnceleme ve Tenkitli Metin (İstanbul: Bayrak Matbaası, 2009); Babinger, 
Die Geschichtsschreiber, 294-295; other examples of monographs evolving around the person of Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli are the "Ġazevāt-ı Ḥekīmoğlu ʿAlī Paşa" (The Spoils of Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa) composed by molla 
Müʿminzade Ahmed Hasib (d. 1166 AH; 1752/53) who also wrote a history on the life of Mahmud I, another 
piece bearing the title "Ġazevāt-ı Ḥekīmoğlu ʿAlī Paşa" written by molla Novili ʿÖmer (d. ?) of which no copy 
has remained, and the "Tārīḫ-i ʿAlī Paşa" which was written by his own son, molla Ziyaʿi İsmaʿil Ziya ʾd-Din 
who also wrote a history on the years 1727-57 entitled "Veḳāʿiʾ-nāme" of which the status is unknown: 
Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber, 285-286, 276-277, 299-300.  
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an instrument for dynastic legitimization. After that, in the second chapter we will take a 
closer look at the art-historical aspect: the design, poetic epigraphy, and construction 
chronology of each individual fountain that connected to the Taksim water network (and was 
constructed between 1730-33). The aim is to provide a detailed description of the architectural 
and decorative elements of the fountains, and examine the extent to which the current outlook 
of the structures is representative of the initial design. The third chapter will focus on the 
social network aspect of the project, and start with the establishment of a collective biography 
of all individuals who were involved in the construction of the Taksim water network as either 
patron of a fountain or poet. Once the participating dignitaries have been identified, it is time 
to look at the ways in which the various actors that were member in the trust network of 
Mahmud I were connected among each other and most importantly with the sultan. Reading 
of the poetic epigraphy and formal analysis of the fountain architecture and decorative 
programs is key to uncovering the patterns of interpersonal exchange and the socio-political 
principles regulating the trust network. The aim is to find out how the fountain patrons 
communicated their social status and prestige in the decorative program and architecture of 
the fountains, and whether the fountains collectively expressed the centrality of the sultan. 
The historiographical, art-historical, and social network approaches to the Taksim project are 
at the heart of each distinct chapter respectively, and will meet in the final chapter of this 
thesis to reflect on the main question of my research. References to academic publications and 
books will be systematically recorded following the Chicago bibliographical apparatus.  
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CHAPTER 1. POLITICS AND ARCHITECTURAL PATRONAGE 
In the coming chapter, I will deal with two simultaneous processes: first the outbreak of the 
Patrona Revolt and the political transformations which it set in motion, and second the various 
phases during which the participation in and composition of the Taksim water network was 
envisioned, planned, and constructed. The political and architectural-historical processes 
represent two separate dimensions of the Taksim project that are nonetheless interconnected 
and mutually dependent. Whereas the specific timing and implementation of the water 
network could be seen as an attempt to influence the contemporary status quo in the political 
landscape, simultaneously the network of fountain patrons was a reflection and product of this 
particular power balance.  
The Patrona Revolt and the early reign of Mahmud I  
The first necessary step is to come to a critical analysis of the motivating forces behind the 
Patrona Revolt, and the ways in which the deposition of Ahmed III and the consecutive 
enthronement of Mahmud I changed the network of officeholders in the state apparatus. 
However, the state of the art literature on the subject is (still) strongly indebted to the book 
"Patrona İsyanı" (The Patrona Revolt) of Münir Aktepe that was written in 1958. Although 
his work stands out as the sole monograph that thoroughly analyzes the events of the year 
1730, his narrative has drawn heavily from the "Tulip Age" paradigm. Aktepe stresses that the 
reputed decadence of Damad İbrahim Paşa was quintessential to the outbreak of the revolt.1 
His problematic interpretations were repeated in the work of later scholars who have 
emphasized the role of "Westernization". Niyazi Berkes (1964) characterizes the reactionary, 
anti-reformist nature of the rebellion, and Şerif Mardin (1973) speaks of the first anti-modern 
outbreak in Turkey.2 The article of Robert Olson is the first to look beyond notions that have 
been premeditated by the "Tulip Age" paradigm, and correctly focuses on the socio-economic 
factors that triggered the revolt. However, Olson cannot help to acknowledge the ill-
conceived influence of "Westernization", and reverts to center-periphery dichotomies in order 
to explain the popular discontent that triggered the uprising.3 The contribution of Songül 
Çolak in the twenty one volumes on the history of the Turkish people ("Türkler") provides a 
1 Münir Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı (1730) (İstanbul: Edebiyat Fakültesi Basımevi, 1958). 
2 Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Montreal, 1964); Şerif Mardin, 'Center-Periphery 
Relations: A Key to Turkish Politics?' in Daedalus, vol. 102, no. 1 (Winter, 1973), 169-190. 
3 Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion'. 
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mere summary of Aktepe's arguments without a critical evaluation of his research.4 Finally, 
the recent publication of Kurtaran on the reign of Mahmud I gives a concise summary of the 
Patrona Revolt, but in passing restricts himself to mentioning that Patrona and his henchmen 
were punished for their crimes. While Kurtaran has analyzed the permutations in a number of 
high government offices (although not too accurately), he does not examine the extent to 
which some of them were actually indebted to the deposition of Ahmed III.5 Therefore, our 
first task would be to deconstruct the most problematic features of Aktepe's interpretation so 
that afterwards, we can critically examine the social and economic factors that prepared the 
breeding ground for revolt.  
 The royal displays of wealth and splendor stood in stark contrast to the apparently 
volatile economic situation of the capital that severely pressured the system of guilds and was 
paralleled by high unemployment. Aktepe contends that the cleavage between the happy few 
vs. the miserable mass was the pivot around which the Patrona Revolt developed. Although 
the socio-economic disparities did in fact play an important role in the execution of Damad 
İbrahim and the dethronement of Ahmed III, the contention that the luxury and reputed 
decadence of the court was a direct cause to the rebellion is a familiar echo of the "Tulip Age" 
paradigm. The two cornerstones of Aktepe's argument in the chapter discussing the "influence 
of social factors" ("ictimaî âmillerin tesiri") are a result of cherry picking facts and 
interpretations in order to confirm the classical narrative surrounding the grand vizierate of 
Damad İbrahim. The first concerns the funding of new buildings and architecture in the 
capital that prioritized the construction of royal palaces and garden estates over the repair and 
renewal of public institutions, such as congregational and neighborhood mosques, fountains, 
libraries, and schools. In addition, he claims that while the palatial architecture of the court 
was funded with "state revenue" ("devlet hazinesinden"), the endowment of mosques was to 
be paid with capital from "private individuals" ("hususî şahıslar").6 While Aktepe claims that 
the construction activities of the court clearly pointed to the corrupt character and selfish 
profligacy of the state elite, revisionist scholarship would hold that this in fact testified to the 
interdependent nature of Ottoman rule, which incorporated the private capital of wealthy 
allies for public programs. Aktepe even goes as far as to suggest that the construction and 
renovation of several mosques under the patronage of the grand vizier and his sons-in-law did 
4 Söngül Çolak, 'Patrona Halil Ayaklanması'nı hazırlayan Şartlar ve İsyanın Pay-ı Tahttaki Etkileri' in Türkler, 
Cilt 12 (Ankara: Yeni Türkiye, 2002). 
5 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 16-20; 61-98. 
6 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 45-47.  
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only serve the selfish purpose of regenerating the neighborhoods in which they built their 
private residences.7  
 The second element of Aktepe's argumentation concerns the ignorant nature of the 
ruling elite and especially Damad İbrahim who established an embassy in France to open up 
the channel for the "Westernization" of Ottoman society:  
 
"While in the West following the Renaissance movements centuries recording 
huge progress in every area had passed, with us [Ottoman-Turkish society] such a 
tendency toward Westernization was not yet in place. From this point of view, 
society was in dire need of innovation; but as we shall see [Damad] İbrahim Paşa 
generally attempted to imitate innovation in other areas, and exclusively borrowed 
from French entertainment, palatial architecture and horticulture."8 
 
Aktepe overtly sighs over the grand vizier's neglect of western science, and focuses on the 
conspicuous consumption, pleasure and decadence of the ruling elite. In addition, he attributes 
the advance of technology with the introduction of the printing press and the fire brigade to 
private individuals, hence not a virtue of the government. Further on, elaborating on this 
assumption, Aktepe adds that the innovations were not supported by any group within society: 
the "coterie of ignorant ʿulema" ("câhil ulema zümresi") and "a segment of backward persons" 
("bir kısım geri fikirli kimseler") who fret over their livelihoods were in open opposition, and 
the viziers who were inclined to the world of luxury and pleasure could not care less.9 
Aktepe's employment of the narrative of "Westernization" obscures our view of the ruling 
elite and its strategies. What is more, is that they are stereotyped as an ignorant and decadent 
collective that is fixed to a helpless position vis-à-vis the equally ignorant but resentful mob. 
The final ordeal of Ahmed III should have had the force of curing this situation, but his view 
of the empire's fate was constantly blurred through the frequent diversions which the grand 
vizier deliberately organized to distract the sultan and hide his failures. Aktepe argues that all 
members from the ruling elite, including a large portion of the ʿulema, seized any possible 
7 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 46-47, 58-60.  
8 "Garbde, rönesans hareketlerini müteâkib, her sahada büyük ilerlemeler kaydedileli asırlar geçtiği hâlde, 
bizde henüz böyle bir garblılaşma temayülü yoktu. Bu bakımdan, memleketin ehemmiyetle bir yenileğe ihtiyacı 
vardı; fakat aşağıda göreceğimiz vechile, İbrahim Paşa, bu yenilikleri daha ziyade başka sahalarda taklide 
teşebbüs etmiş ve az bir zaman sonra da bu taklidin vechesi, sâdece Fransa'nın eğlence yerlerini, saraylarını, 
bahçelerini, bizde tatbik şeklini almıştı": ibid, 49.  
9 Ibid, 52-55.  
74 
 
                                                             
Chapter 1. Politics and architectural patronage 
 
moment to gather and entertain themselves, and he summarizes all "lāle eğlenceleri" and 
"helva sohbetleri" recorded in the contemporary chronicles to illustrate his argument.10    
 Aktepe's analysis obscures the development of a conflict that in essence started with 
public outrage over socio-economic hardship, and was a product of larger developments in the 
interregional economy. The already observed rise of the trade volume with Europe that was 
enabled through long periods of peace appear to have initiated the Ottoman Empire's 
incorporation into the European economic system. This process would further increase during 
the second half of the eighteenth century.11 The state attempted to reassert control of the 
empire's diverse economy which was in a process of transformation, while at the same time 
addressing the issue of budgetary deficits and the problems encountered with tax collection. 
The outbreak of the Patrona Revolt exemplifies the difficult transition of local economies in 
the Ottoman realm, and should probably be seen in the context of a series of outbursts across 
the empire in Cairo in 1720, 1724, 1726, 1727, and 1729; in İzmir in 1727; and in the 
temporarily occupied city of Hamadan in 1727.12 Resentment over the economic policies that 
were pursued by Damad İbrahim constituted the driving force behind the mobilization of 
support for the revolt. The fiscalist measures of maximizing state revenues through the 
introduction of new duties on any taxable economic activity, and the curtails in the salaries of 
soldiers and employees in the outer palace facilities affected a very large segment of the 
population. The opening up of the eastern frontier for war with a succession of Safavid kings, 
first with Eşref Shah between 1723-27 and again with Tahmasb II in 1730, led to the 
imposition of extraordinary taxes for the mobilization of the army and the maintenance of 
public order.13  
 But most averse to the well-being of the population in İstanbul was the uncontrollable 
movement of people toward the capital that brought about demographic change and mounting 
urbanization which heavily impacted the economy and disturbed the existing socio-political 
order. Immigration from the countryside was an ongoing process that was already triggered 
by the outburst of the Celali rebellions in the eastern provinces during the seventeenth 
century, and was exacerbated with the opening of the eastern front in 1723. The sale of life-
term tax farms was another factor that contributed to the increased emigration from the 
10 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 60-67.  
11 Cem Emrence, Remapping the Ottoman Middle East. Modernity, Imperial Bureaucracy, and the Islamic State 
(London/New York: I.B. Tauris, 2012), 29-36; Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-82; Salzmann, 'An Ancien Régime 
Revisited', 92. 
12 Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 71-73.  
13 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 3-40; Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion, 333-337; Olson, The Siege of 
Mosul, 65-67.  
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countryside, when peasants tried to escape tax collectors who forced the lofty auction prices 
on them. However, the local market of İstanbul did not anticipate the absorption of an 
unexpected and high number of men in the labor force, which resulted in the disruption of the 
guild system and the creation of a large unemployed mass in the streets. To make matters 
worse, the absence of a considerable number of men from the rural labor force in agricultural 
production confronted the government with a fall in the cultivation of crops, and led to rising 
food shortages in the capital.14  
 The general discontent was a result of socio-economic issues but affected the esnaf, 
the petite bourgeoisie of artisans and merchants in particular. They opposed the increased 
state interference into the economy which controlled the labor division, price regulations, and 
closely monitored any revenue generating activity that allowed for further tax collection 
opportunities. Government attempts to fight the circulation of debased coins and the 
introduction of monetary reforms were met with resistance from the esnaf, notwithstanding 
the fact that the weak currency was a continued source of complaint.15 The increased fiscal 
pressure bore considerable financial consequences to the esnaf modes of production, and 
appears to have breached the existing status quo among the hierarchy of guilds (lonca). For 
instance, the guild of earthenware pipe makers began to invade the market of pots, pans and 
glass makers which contradicted the established guild regulations, but was probably born out 
of a dire need for more income. In addition, soldiers from the janissary regiments had opened 
up shops and ateliers to compensate for the reduced salaries, and together with the immigrants 
flooded the traditional guild system.16 Therefore, new economic arrangements had to be 
established between the respective guilds which explains the introduction of the middle man 
(dellal) who as the personification of state interference mediated between producers and 
retailers, and helped in the establishment of new monopolies.17 Even so, the mobilization of 
the imperial army and its protracted encampment in Üsküdar in 1730 triggered the fury of 
large segments from the esnaf that had joined the campaign. In times of war, guilds were 
invited to attach contingents of retailers and artisans to the army that were to provide goods, 
and repair clothing and weaponry during the course of the campaign. But in return for the 
privilege of selling goods to the army, each guild had to pay a sum of money to the 
government (ordu aḳçesi). The sum assessed in 1730 was much higher than those of previous 
campaigns, and the guilds were only able to pay it with difficulty hoping the excessive costs 
14 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 1-18; Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 65-67.   
15 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 18-23; Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 335-336. 
16 Olson, Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 335-337.  
17 Genç, 'Ottoman Industry', 59-63; Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 336-337.  
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would be recouped. However, every day the army hesitated in Üsküdar the more contingents 
went bankrupt, and the lesser was the possibility of profit which the surviving units had hoped 
to make on the campaign.18  
 The socio-economic hardship caused segments from the guild organizations and the 
critical mass to divert their anger toward the ruling elite and the grand vizier who were held 
responsible for the ills of the empire. They were joined by several persons who had previously 
been associated with Damad İbrahim but had fallen in opposition against him, or those who 
did not form part of his entourage and were excluded from office.19 Immediately after Damad 
İbrahim had acceded to the office of grand vizier, he surrounded himself with people whom 
he could trust in an effort to construct his personal network of trustees. His own relationship 
with the most powerful person in the Ottoman realm was consolidated through his marriage 
with Fatma Sultan. In addition, Damad İbrahim strategically managed to make his own 
network overlap with that of the sultan by having the latter's daughters betrothed to his own 
son and cousins: Genç Mehmed Paşa, ʿAli Paşa, and Sinek Mustafa Paşa respectively. The 
second and third most potent offices following that of the grand vizier were filled by his sons-
in-law, grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa Paşa and assistant of the grand vizier Kethüda 
Mehmed Paşa. The grand vizier kept his kin and allies at a very small distance in the highest 
and most strategic posts in the government. As a result, permutations in office most frequently 
occurred in the lower offices of the state bureaucracy, military, and judiciary establishment, 
and in the appointment of provincial governors.20 The bonds of mutual obligation with his 
allies and members from the ruling elite, who were not directly connected to him, were 
maintained and strengthened during the frequent feasts and banquets (ziyāfetler) in the 
suburban waterfront palaces and garden estates. This practice was part of a tradition of 
conspicuous consumption in which not only the grand vizier, but also quite a number of other 
wealthy grandees must have participated. Table I in Appendix E provides a list of state 
officials who had part in the Ottoman government, and derived their status from their 
relationship with either the sultan and/or his grand vizier in July 1730 just before the outbreak 
of the revolt. 
 The fact that Patrona and his henchmen demanded the surrender and execution of 
Damad İbrahim and his sons-in-law, and ordered the removal from office of any of those who 
18 Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 337-339.  
19 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 103-130.  
20 Ibid, 107-108, 118-122.  
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had been closely associated with him suggests that the revolt targeted his alleged nepotism.21 
In this case, the rebellion shows a striking parallel with the Edirne Incident of 1703 when 
segments from the military establishment went on strike, and set in motion a series of 
irregularities that would end with the decapitation of grand mufti Feyzullah Efendi and the 
removal of his family and those associated with him. Indeed, the social network of the grand 
vizier was dense, and evolved primarily around those directly affiliated with him through 
blood and marriage. As a consequence, non-associated dignitaries were obstructed from 
making career and being candidate for the highest offices. But overemphasizing this specific 
aspect of his power base would be to neglect the socio-political context of his time, and seems 
to judge eighteenth-century politics on the basis of a modern understanding of fair political 
practice. Such as I have discussed earlier in the introduction, favoritism and patron-client 
relationships determined the conclusion of political alliances between social actors in 
contemporary Ottoman society, and family bonds were instrumental in the composition of 
these power networks. Thus, the removal of Damad İbrahim's kin and allies from office was 
not so much the trigger for general discontent and rebellion, but rather a consequence of the 
grand vizier's fall which naturally resulted in the dissolution of his trust network and cleared 
the way for a new constellation of power. 
 When we take a closer look at the individuals who actually initiated and triggered the 
revolt, most prominently Patrona Halil, Muslu Beşe, and Emir ʿAli (who had initiated the 
rebellion in İzmir in 1727), it becomes clear that they originated largely in the lower ranks of 
the janissary regiments. They primarily wished to take over control of the Persia campaign 
and accede to positions in the military command structure.22 During the course of the event, 
they were joined by a number of Islamic scholars and several influential members from the 
urban elite who saw chance to benefit politically from the upcoming power shift. The state of 
the art literature has unanimously agreed on the involvement of Zülali Hasan Efendi, who had 
been discharged from his office as chief judge of İstanbul in 1728 to be replaced by the more 
popular Mehmed Raşid Efendi. Because of his Albanian descent, which he shared with 
Patrona Halil, Zülali Hasan was contemporarily also considered to be a suspect, and was held 
21 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 135-156; Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches (Graz: 
Akad. Druck u. Verlagsanstalt, 1963), 391-392; Selim Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance in the Ottoman 
Empire: The Rebellion of 1730. An account of the revolution that took place in Constantinople in the year 1143 
of the Hegira/Vâki'a takrîri binyüzkırküç'de terkîb olunmuştur (Cambridge: Harvard University, 2009), 29-38. 
22 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 156-175; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 395-399; 
Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 29-38.  
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in custody at the New Palace immediately after the outbreak of the rebellion.23 The preacher 
of the Ayasofya Mosque, İspirizade Ahmed Efendi, was the second major figure supporting 
the rebel cause although nothing is known about his motives. The Islamic scholar Deli 
İbrahim and the military official Derviş Mehmed Ağa appear to have been in support of the 
rebellion as well.24 Aktepe claims the grand mufti Yenişehirli ʿAbdullah Efendi to be 
complicit too, but this is doubtful since the latter owed his remarkably long tenure of thirteen 
years to the grand vizier in the first place. Moreover, the rebels demanded that the grand mufti 
was handed over to them for punishment together with the grand vizier and his assistant. 
When the former voluntarily resigned and went on exile to Bozcaada, his properties were 
looted in retaliation.25 The same goes for the suspicion Aktepe has placed on the ambitious 
grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa Paşa, the son-in-law of the grand vizier, which he has based 
on a single source: the travelogue of John Montagu that was written between 1738-39. But the 
book supposedly records a conspiracy theory that must have circulated across the 
coffeehouses at the time, and was spectacular enough to quote.26  
 Nonetheless, the false accusations of Aktepe do not exclude the possibility that 
members from the urban elite did attempt to profit from the rebellion and chose sides with 
Patrona and his henchmen.27 In order to identify some of the more affluent collaborators we 
would have to reconstruct the events that directly led to the deposition of Ahmed III in favor 
of Mahmud I. Afterwards, we can determine the extent to which certain individuals were 
appointed by rebels, based on the development of their careers after the execution of Patrona. 
To what extent did the trust networks of Damad İbrahim and Ahmed III gradually 
disintegrate? And how were they accommodated within the new power balance which 
Mahmud I sought to create? The following will highlight the development of the revolt and 
the process through which the sultan attempted to restore authority and consolidate his early 
reign.  
23 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 126-128; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches; Olson, The Siege 
of Mosul, 74. 
24Aktepe has portrayed him as a "bigoted and hypocrite person" (kaba sofu bir şahıs) deriving from a Kemalist 
contempt for religious personages: Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 128-129; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des 
Osmanischen Reiches, 383-387; Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 74-75.  
25 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 148-157; Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 29-31.  
26 John Montagu (1718-92) was Earl of Sandwich and the name of his travelogue is 'A voyage performed by the 
late Earle of Sandwich round the Mediterranean in the years 1738 and 1739' and was published in London in 
1799: Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 122-125, 132-133.  
27 Aktepe describes the careers of a number of grandees and their relationship toward the grand vizier in the 
chapter "The significance of power struggles" (İktidar Mücadelelerinin ehemmiyet): Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 
107-130. 
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The Patrona Revolt evolved according to two separate phases. The first phase, which 
started on 28 September 1730 and proceeded until the end of October, was characterized by 
the simultaneous attempts of Patrona Halil, who was in charge of the rebel leadership, and the 
new sultan Mahmud I to consolidate their position in isolation from one another. The second 
phase of the revolt was initiated when the rebels' power base started to tremble, and finally 
got overturned after Mahmud I had managed to have Patrona and his principal henchmen 
killed on November 25.  
The revolt took off on the morning of Friday 28 September when Patrona together 
with some twenty of his henchmen entered the grand bazaar with drawn swords, and 
summoned everyone present to join them in the implementation of the Islamic law. They 
demanded the death of the grand mufti, the grand vizier and his secretary, and the grand 
admiral. Two days later in an attempt to appease the rebels, Ahmed III had permitted the exile 
of the grand mufti and had discharged the grand vizier and his sons-in-law from office, and 
put them in custody with the chief royal gardener. The sultan appointed his former weapons-
bearer and son-in-law Mehmed Paşa to the office of grand vizier, a palace agha Niğdeli ʿAli 
Ağa to the latter's assistant, forced a certain Mustafa Efendi in the office of grand mufti, and 
appointed captain ʿAbdi Paşa to grand admiral (who was succeeded shortly afterwards by 
another royal son-in-law Hafız Ahmed Paşa). The grandees who are known to have supported 
Patrona were rewarded with the highest judicial offices: Zülali Hasan Efendi was made chief 
judge of Anatolia and Deli İbrahim became chief judge of İstanbul. Moreover, the entire 
military command structure was overturned and replaced with military officials who were 
backed by the rebels. In the night of 1 October, the grand vizier and his sons-in-law were 
strangled and their bodies surrendered to the rebels on a oxen cart the next morning. Shortly 
afterwards, Zülali Hasan, İspirizade Ahmed Efendi, and the new grand mufti communicated 
the final demand of the rebels to Ahmed III, followed by his abdication. In the night of 2 
October, the chief black eunuch escorted the deposed sultan's nephew Mahmud I out of the 
harem.28 
 On 6 October,29 Mahmud I was escorted to Eyüp to attend the ceremony in which the 
sword of the Prophet was to be girdled around him while Patrona Halil, Muslu Beşe, and Emir 
28 See Table II in Appendix E for a more detailed account of the changes in government: Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 
136-156; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 381-387; Karahasanoğlu, Politics and 
Governance, 29-38; Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud, 11-12.  
29 Kurtaran claims the sword-girdle ceremony was organized on the twenty-first day after the enthronement of a 
sultan, but his calendar of court protocol is based on a miscalculation of dates: 23 Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1143 AH was 
the day when Mahmud I went to Eyüp, and not as he claims 23 October 1730: Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve 
Dönemi, 16-17. 
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ʿAli drove in front of him richly distributing coronation gifts among the spectators. During the 
two weeks immediately following the outbreak of the rebellion, a major purge was executed 
that targeted first and foremost the removal of Damad İbrahim's kin and closest allies, and the 
exile or assassination of several recently deposed members from the military command. The 
entire operation was forcefully sanctioned with the permission of Mahmud I. The new grand 
mufti Mirzazade Şeyh Mehmed Efendi, who was the son-in-law of the decapitated Feyzullah 
Efendi, was willing to issue the banishments of the enlisted individuals, and was allowed to 
proclaim an official amnesty to his in-laws, Seyyid Mustafa Efendi and Seyyid Mahmud 
Efendi, who were welcomed back to the capital.30 After the execution of Damad İbrahim and 
both of his sons-in-law, their respective properties were looted, and any capital that was 
unearthed, was employed to pay the janissary bonuses. His son Genç Mehmed Bey was exiled 
to Nevşehir, and both his cousins chancellor (nişancı) Damad ʿAli Ağa and second stable 
master Damad Sinek Mustafa Paşa were dismissed from office. Three renowned ʿulema who 
must have maintained close bonds with the former grand vizier were exiled to the islands of 
Lesbos (Midillü), Chios (Sakız), and Kos (İstanköy) respectively. Feyzullah Efendi who had 
served as chief judge of Rumelia, ʿAbdurrahman Efendi who had been the first preacher of 
the sultan, and Raşid Mehmed Efendi who was discharged from his office as chief judge of 
İstanbul.31 Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi, who had cooperated with Damad İbrahim as chief 
secretary (reʾisü ʾl-küttāb) for over twelve years, and had been assigned to the post of register 
commissioner (defter emīni) shortly before the revolt (to the expense of Ramazanzade 
ʿAbdullah Efendi), was expelled from the capital after rebels found him hiding in his 
residence.32  
 The first concern of Mahmud I was to get rid of the rebel presence in his government, 
but in order to assassinate Patrona and his henchmen, who had gained a considerable amount 
of popular support and approval, the sultan would have to rely on a strong and loyal network 
of favorites. His most reliable and influential ally was his mother, Saliha Valide Sultan, who 
had the capacity of securing her son's position by virtue of her political experience and the 
network of alliances which she had built up over the years. Mahmud I and his mother closely 
cooperated with the chief black eunuch Hacı Beşir Ağa, who had presided over the harem 
30 The return to prominence of a number of Feyzullah Efendi's relatives was most probably the result of royal 
favor, since Mahmud I had been educated by the grand mufti himself and his son İbrahim Efendi while he was a 
prince: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 40; Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud, 10; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt. 3, 1021-
1022;  
31 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 46.  
32 Ibid, 47.  
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since 1717, and therefore bore considerable skills in politics and the survival of the Ottoman 
dynasty. Although his principal sphere of influence converged with the confines of the harem 
and the inner palace, his political power far exceeded these boundaries and was notorious 
among foreign ambassadors.33 The core of Mahmud I's trust network was institutionalized in 
the regular assemblies of the divan (ḳūbbeniş) in which only a limited number of dignitaries 
was allowed to occupy a permanent seat, and advise the sultan on matters of central decision 
making. Part of his effective government by virtue of their office were the grand vizier 
(Damad Mehmed Paşa), the grand mufti (Mirzazade Şeyh Mehmed Efendi), and the grand 
admiral (Damad Hafız Ahmed Paşa), who could be joined by a number of grandees who were 
promoted to the rank of vizier (paşa). 
 During the enthronement ceremony that lasted for two days (October 2-3),34 the 
permutations among the highest offices in the state apparatus were announced and confirmed. 
Mahmud I seems to have drastically altered the composition of the state apparatus while 
mediating between the demands of the rebels and his own political concerns. Dürri Mehmed 
Efendi, who had been a favorite of Ahmed III, became chief judge of Rumelia. This move 
might have been intended to counterbalance the presence of rebel supporters Zülali Hasan and 
Deli İbrahim in the top of Islamic authority (in cooperation with grand mufti Mirzazade Şeyh 
Mehmed).35 The composition of the government was drastically altered with the exception of 
Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi, who seems to have made an agreement with the rebels that 
allowed him to regain his position as register commissioner.36 Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi had 
been in the employ of Damad İbrahim in the financial administration, and managed to secure 
a position as chancellor that was presumably brought about with the favor of the sultan. The 
other posts seem to have been filled with new dignitaries who functioned as lower ranking 
scribes before the revolt. The power shift did not necessarily affect the composition of the 
finance bureau as some influential dignitaries could maintain their position, while a number of 
(previously lower ranking) officials were enabled to rise in the hierarchy. However, we do see 
that the management of the bureau was altered. While the chief finance officer (defterdār-ı 
şıḳḳ-ı evvel) was supported by two additional finance officers of the second (şıḳḳ-ı sānī) and 
33 Mary Lucille Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, as Revealed in Despatches of the Venetian Baili 
(Urbana, III. 1944; reprinted Westport, Conn., 1978), 30.  
34 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 33-37. 
35 As far as we know, the name of Dürri Mehmed Efendi has not been referred to in any account of the Patrona 
Revolt, although his appointment in the direct aftermath of the revolt could be ground for suspicion. His 
promotion to the office is however mentioned in isolation of that of Zülali Hasan and Deli İbrahim in the 
chroncile of Subhi, which would indicate that his appointment was not connected to a significant rebel support: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 48; Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 41.   
36 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 47. 
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third degree (şıḳḳ-ı sālis) during the grand vizierate of Damad İbrahim, Mahmud I seems to 
have granted full authority to the chief finance officer in directing the department.  
 ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey, the son of Nişancı Mehmed Paşa, who died in August 1717 shortly 
after his promotion to grand vizier, had been in the employ of Damad İbrahim as finance 
officer for two years. After the outbreak of the revolt, he hid away in his residence in order to 
escape the revengeful eye of the rebels. Nevertheless, Mahmud I wished to align himself with 
ʿİzzet ʿAli and summoned him back to the palace for appointment.37 Bosnevi Mehmed Efendi 
managed to gain promotion, and Gül Ahmed Ağa and Süleyman Efendi retained to their 
office. Most remarkable is the return of Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed Efendi, who had served 
under Damad İbrahim as foreign envoy to France and finance official afterwards, but was 
expelled and transferred to a lower rank in the financial administration of Egypt.38 Yirmisekiz 
Çelebi Mehmed may have supported the rebel cause so that he would be able to return, and 
get promoted to head keeper of the daily account book (ruznamçe-i evvel). Although the 
composition of the highest offices in the imperial court remained largely intact, several 
courtiers could not escape the consequences of the power shift. The weapons-bearer of 
Ahmed III ʿEbubekir Ağa, the second stable master Sinek Mustafa Paşa (who was the cousin 
of Damad İbrahim and son-in-law of Ahmed III), and the chief royal gardener Karakulak 
ʿOsman Ağa were discharged (the latter even exiled) and replaced with favorites of Mahmud 
I. The disappointed palace agha who supported Patrona, Derviş Mehmed Ağa, managed to get 
appointed to commander of the standard (mīr-i ʿalem).39  
 Near the end of October, the rebels must have started to feel uncomfortable with their 
position, despite the fact that the number of janissaries under their command had swollen with 
thousands.40 They were confronted with Mahmud I's network of favorites that must have 
grown more solid as the majority of appointments appears to have been brought about by his 
royal favor. In an attempt of winning over new influential grandees to support the rebel cause 
and build up relationships of mutual obligation, Patrona and Muslu managed to convince 
grand vizier Damad Mehmed Paşa of deposing his assistant Niğdeli ʿAli Ağa in favor of the 
head stable master (mīrāḫur-ı evvel) İbrahim Paşazade Mustafa Bey. The former was 
37 ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey was the son of Damad Mehmed Paşa who was married to Fatma Sultan, daughter of Mehmed 
IV: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 35-36; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt. 3, 845; Ibid, Cilt. 4, 1047-1048; Uluçay, 
Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 110. 
38 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 35; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 508. 
39 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 381-387. 
40 Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 29. 
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discharged accordingly and exiled to Bursa together with his son.41 Patrona and Muslu also 
had a hand in the appointment of the new grand admiral Canım Hoca Mehmed Paşa, who had 
served in the same office prior to the accession of Damad İbrahim. Allegedly because the 
grand vizier feared his competition, Canım Hoca was imprisoned in the dungeons of Yedikule 
in February 1717, and upon his release systematically kept away from the capital.42 Most 
remarkable is the interference of the rebels in the governance of the Crimean Khanate, where 
Kaplan Giray Khan had been overthrown by his younger brother, Mengli Giray Khan, and 
was exiled to Bursa. The rebels advocated Kaplan Giray's legitimate claim to the Crimean 
Khanate with the grand vizier, and Mengli Giray was summoned to İstanbul and deposed in 
favor of his brother. They were also involved in the succession of the deceased voyvoda (or 
hospodar: lord) of the principality of Wallachia for which Constantin Maurocordato was 
officially nominated, and who defended his claim against the throne pretender Richard 
Rakoviza with the support of the rebels. Perhaps even more surprising is the elevation of the 
Greek butcher Yanaki to the title of voyvoda of the principality of Moldavia as reimbursement 
for the debts which Patrona held with him. Even so, the grand vizier rejected his promotion on 
the grounds that the office had already been auctioned off to a certain Gregor Ghika.43    
 In defiance of the rebels' desperate consolidation strategies, Mahmud I and Beşir Ağa 
plotted the assassination of Patrona and his henchmen with the conspiring support of precisely 
those grandees whose promotion had been suggested by the rebels: Canım Hoca and Kaplan 
Giray. Kabakulak İbrahim Ağa appears to have been the third essential asset in the plot 
deriving from his recent participation in the crackdown on Çerkes Mehmed Bey and his 
faction in Egypt between 1729-30. He was therefore temporarily assigned to the office of 
steward of the gate keepers (ḳapıcılar ketḫüdası) in the New Palace. Patrona Halil, Muslu 
Beşe, and key figures from the military command, together with the highest officials from the 
central administration were invited to the inner sanctuary of the Third Courtyard, somewhere 
between the Circumcision Room (sünnet odası) and the Yerevan pavilion (revan köşkü), for 
an audience with the sultan himself on 25 November. The meeting was rumored to center 
around the reopening of the Persia campaign. In addition, Patrona and Muslu were to be 
assigned for the upper command in the mobilization of the imperial army toward the eastern 
41 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 395; Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 29-
38; Sürreya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt. 1, 235.  
42 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 109-110; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 393; 
Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 29-38; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt. 4, 1044. 
43 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 396-397; Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 
35. 
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front. However, shortly after the sultan had made his appearance, the grand vizier gave a 
signal upon which all members from the rebel leadership were trapped and killed at the hands 
of a number of loyal janissaries and presumably the personal bodyguards of Kaplan Giray and 
Canım Hoca. The entire military command was purged for the second time, and all who 
contributed to the ousting of the rebels from power were rewarded with robes of honor 
(ḫilʿat). Muhsinzade ʿAbdullah Ağa and Pehlivan Halil Ağa were selected to replace the 
janissary commander and first lieutenant respectively, and Kabakulak İbrahim was promoted 
to the rank of vizier and received a governor-generalship over Aleppo. Derviş Mehmed Ağa 
had perished in the palace battle, and Zülali Hasan Efendi and Deli İbrahim were the first 
supporters of Patrona to be removed from the capital with assignments to minor posts in the 
province.44 
 Two months later in January 1731, grand vizier Damad Mehmed Paşa was dismissed 
and appointed to governor-general of Egypt (replacing Köprülü ʿAbdullah Paşa).45 Kabakulak 
İbrahim was summoned back to the capital in order to support Mahmud I in the maintenance 
of public order after the execution of Patrona Halil. The new grand vizier did not choose to 
settle in the palace of Damad İbrahim (on the location of the present-day Şengül Hamamı), 
which had fallen into disgrace, and instead set up office in a vacated or even dilapidated 
palace right next to it on the site of the nineteenth-century Sublime Porte (Bāb-ı ʿĀlī). The 
finance bureau supposedly had not moved into another palace, and remained in the Yerebatan 
Palace to the south of the former palace of Damad İbrahim.46 Kabakulak İbrahim promoted 
the former janissary official and inspector of the finance bureau (başbakikulu) Gül Ahmed 
Ağa to sergeant at arms who was to fulfill a key role in the maintenance of justice, and 
promoted İsmaʿil Efendi to chief secretary while introducing Halisa ʿOsman Efendi into the 
government as his personal secretary.47 Although the grand vizierate of Kabakulak İbrahim 
has not been recorded in detail in the chronicle of Subhi for some reason, his tenure did 
demonstrate remarkable processes of consolidation. Most notable with regards to the 
suppression of unrest, since the clamor had not died out with the death of Patrona. On 24 
March 1731, rebellion resurfaced when a large group of irregular janissaries gathered near the 
barracks on the Et Meydanı, and plundered the house of the janissary commander Muhsinzade 
44 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı, 169-180; Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 57-71; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des 
Osmanischen Reiches, 397-400; Karahasanoğlu, Politics and Governance, 36-38; Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 79.  
45 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 91.  
46 Artan, 'The making of the Sublime Porte', 169-171, 180-182. 
47 See Table IV in Appendix E for an overview of the composition of the government near the end of the grand 
vizierate of Kabakulak İbrahim Paşa.  
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ʿAbdullah Ağa who barely escaped his death. The Albanian Kara ʿAli had been preparing for 
at least two months, and led the recent outbreak of violence in an effort to avenge the death of 
Patrona. Mahmud I, having learned from the errors of his uncle, had the sacred banner 
(sancaḳ-ı şerīf) raised in front of the Imperial Gate, and summoned his grand vizier, grand 
admiral Canım Hoca, and the janissary commander to lead the regiments of the armor-clad 
soldiers (cebeciler), the royal gardeners, and the royal axe-men (baltacılar) to crush the 
rebellion. The mutineers were hunted down across the city, and anyone suspected of 
involvement was either executed or exiled from the capital.48 Diplomatic hearsay held that the 
widowed Fatma Sultan cooperated with Kara ʿAli together with one of her sisters in order to 
avenge the death of her husband, and restore her father to the throne. The accounts of the 
French and Venetian ambassadors record that Fatma Sultan was caught, and locked away in 
the Old Palace afterwards. The incident could partly explain her suspicious death on 3 January 
1733 (17 Receb 1145 AH), but there is no further evidence to support these allegations.49  
 The revolt of March 1731 did however not grow to the proportions of the Patrona 
Revolt, because the rebels did not have the backing of a significant portion of segments within 
urban society. Apart from the ambiguous involvement of Fatma Sultan, not a single influential 
grandee was willing to lend his support to another protracted period of instability, and 
especially the esnaf loathed the constant looting and insecurity in the city that was a disaster 
for their commerce.50 Kabakulak İbrahim seems to have primarily attributed the outbreak of a 
second uprising to the presence of high numbers of immigrants in the capital. Strict measures 
were taken not only to keep all Albanians from entering İstanbul, regardless of profession or 
social status, but also to have them banished from the capital along with the Laz who had 
emigrated from the Black Sea region.51 The massacres in İstanbul that followed upon the 
suppression of the uprising were of unprecedented scale, and an exceptional number of people 
was slaughtered or publicly executed. The grand vizier attempted to get a firm hold on the 
military command first, before organizing a punitive expedition that was to hunt down anyone 
48 The dispatches of the Venetian envoy state that the second rebellion broke out on March 26, and started with 
the robbery of stores selling arms. In addition, Olson claims that the rebellion started on March 25, and was 
triggered by the execution of the butcher Yanaki, who had still not been officially inaugurated as voyvoda of 
Moldavia. It is more likely to follow the narrative of Hammer-Purgstall who provides the Islamic date of the 
event (15 Ramazan 1143 AH), and argues that Yanaki participated in the uproar and consequently perished in 
battle: Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 400-402; Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 79-81; 
Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 31-32.  
49 The French ambassador mentions the name of Fatma's sister, a certain "Zélide", which could perhaps have 
been a misspelling of the name Saliha: Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 32; Uluçay, Padişahların 
Kadınları ve Kızları, 130-132; Albert Vandal, Une Ambassade Française en Orient sous Louis XV. La Mission 
du Marquis de Villeneuve, 1728-1741 (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1887), 167.  
50 Olson, 'The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion', 340-342.  
51 Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 80-81; Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 32.   
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who was even faintly implicated in the rebellions. Between April and May 1731, grand 
admiral Canım Hoca was sent off to the district of Rethymno (Resmo) and replaced by ʿAbdi 
Paşa, and Muhsinzade ʿAbdullah was promoted governor of Adana and replaced in the 
janissary command by Şahin Mehmed Paşa. The first lieutenant (ḳūl ketḫüdası) of the latter, 
Pehlivan Halil and chief of the keeper of the royal hounds (sekbānbaşı) ʿAbdurrahman Ağa 
were also dismissed (and the former even exiled to Bursa). Kabakulak İbrahim presumably 
also decided to rid himself of those grandees whose position in the state apparatus had been 
mediated through their support of Patrona. Therefore, Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed and 
Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi were discharged from office, and exiled to set an example for 
anyone who might consider sympathizing with mutiny. The governor of Vidin, Topal ʿOsman 
Paşa was appointed to lead the punitive expedition, and pursuing the rebels as far as Albania 
started sending the heads of reputed rebel leaders to the sultan from July onward. The first 
dispatch contained twelve heads, and was complemented with forty five heads later that 
month, and fifteen in August.52  
 Even so, Mahmud I must have been suspicious of the rigorous methods his grand 
vizier employed in the enforcement of justice and stability in the capital. In April 1731, his 
palace favorite Köprülü Ahmed was promoted to vizier, and shortly afterwards to chancellor 
in order to counterbalance the predominant influence of Kabakulak İbrahim in the 
government. The dispatches of the Venetian ambassador describe a city that appears to have 
been in an extended state of emergency. All coffee houses and most of the bathhouses were 
closed to the public, and the private residences of state officials were under constant 
surveillance. The government exercised extreme vigilance, and when the sultan was 
compelled to make a public appearance, very cautious safety measures were taken. During the 
holy month of Ramazan (April), Mahmud I preferred to go to prayer in the Ayasofya Mosque 
situated right next to the New Palace, and his entourage of bodyguards (solaklar) was 
reinforced with court servants and royal axe-men. Nonetheless, the harsh persecution of the 
rebels did not eradicate the roots of discontent. At the start of September, clamor resurfaced 
when two armor-clad officers were assaulted by a group of Albanians in a neighborhood near 
the grand bazaar.53 On top of that, a plot was discovered shortly afterwards and upon 
investigation armed groups with banners scattered across the city were round up that targeted 
the assassination of the grand vizier and janissary commander. The culprits were executed and 
grand vizier Kabakulak İbrahim who had already fallen from grace with Beşir Ağa and chief 
52 Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 32-34.  
53 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 402.  
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finance officer ʿİzzet ʿAli was almost immediately forced to resign and sent off to become 
custodian (muḫāfıẓ) of Euboea (Ağrıboz).54 Most important is perhaps the fact that Kabakulak 
İbrahim had failed Mahmud I's trust. The former had complained continuously about the 
interference of the chief black eunuch in state affairs, and proposed to have him exiled to 
Egypt for a second time.55  
 Topal ʿOsman Paşa seems to have made himself rather popular with the court 
through his zealous persecution of the Albanian rebels, and was summoned back to the capital 
in October to accede to the office of grand vizier. In his absence, janissary commander Şahin 
Mehmed Paşa was appointed to temporarily observe the state administration and operate as 
deputy grand vizier. Gürcü İsmaʿil Ağa was promoted to janissary commander in his place, 
and ʿAbdülbaki Ağa first lieutenant of the latter.56 Topal ʿOsman arrived in İstanbul on 21 
October 1731 (19 Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1144 AH), and attempted to gain control over the government 
by promoting Gül Ahmed Ağa to his assistant, a certain Süleyman Ağa to sergeant-at-arms, 
and promoted the customs commissioner of İstanbul Yeğen Mehmed Ağa to "steward of the 
chancery gate" (kapı kethüdası), who supposedly fulfilled a similar crucial role as the steward 
of the gatekeepers in the imperial palace. In addition, Şahin Mehmed who had temporarily 
been grand admiral was sent off to become custodian of Chania (Hanya) on Crete.57 Two days 
after the arrival of the new grand vizier, Mahmud I decided to expand the number of viziers 
who were allowed to personally advise him and promoted chief finance officer ʿİzzet ʿAli to 
the rank of vizier (21 Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1144 AH). This act could have been intended to 
counterbalance the influence of Topal ʿOsman in the divan, but might also have been 
connected to the developments on the eastern front affecting the state budget.58 In any case, 
the position of Topal ʿOsman seems to have been contested from the very beginning. Already 
after two months, the grand vizier started to show intolerance and resentment toward Beşir 
Ağa, the grand mufti Başmakcızade Seyyid ʿAbdullah Efendi (appointed in May 1731), and 
ʿİzzet ʿAli, but his outbursts of anger were moderated thanks to the deliberations of chief 
secretary İsmaʿil Efendi.59  
54 Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 34; Sürreya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 782.  
55 Necdet Sakaoğlu, 'Beşir Ağa (Hacı)' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 2 (İstanbul: Kültür 
Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 174-175; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 946-947.  
56 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 95-96. 
57 See Table V in Appendix E for an overview of the composition of the government near the end of the grand 
vizierate of Topal ʿOsman Paşa; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1076-1077. 
58 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 115-116.  
59 Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 34-35. 
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 Topal ʿOsman inherited an ongoing military operation on the eastern front from his 
predecessor, and had to deal with the aftermath of the war and the peace negotiations. Already 
in March 1731, the commanders-in-chief (serasker) of Yerevan and Iraq, Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
Paşa and Ahmed Paşa respectively, were ordered to execute a two-pronged attack against the 
Safavid Empire.60 In July 1731, Ahmed Paşa had succeeded in readying his forces in 
Kermanshah, conquered Hamadan, and in September met the imperial legion of Tahmasb II to 
the northeast of the city near Kurican. He achieved a decisive victory in the battlefield nearly 
capturing the shah himself, but Ahmed Paşa decided to return to Baghdad and was given full 
authority to negotiate a treaty with him. In the meantime, Hekimoğlu ʿAli had successfully 
operated his advance on Urmia, and conquered the city in November. Tabriz voluntary 
surrendered in December, since the city had been totally deserted by the Safavid army. In 
January 1732, Ahmed Paşa and Tahmasb II finally agreed on a truce that basically contained 
the same stipulations as the treaty negotiated in 1731.61 The government was split in a debate 
over the ratification of the peace treaty, because the latter implicated that Hekimoğlu ʿAli had 
to cede the conquered cities of Urmia and Tabriz to the Safavids. Mahmud I and Beşir Ağa 
were relieved and overjoyed with the Ottoman victory, but they insisted on the preservation of 
Tabriz and feared that an unsatisfactory conclusion of the campaign could lead to revolt. 
Topal ʿOsman however believed that the Ottoman Empire should attack the Habsburg 
Empire, and was ardent supporter of peace on the eastern front. Therefore, when the grand 
vizier decided to ratify the peace treaty with the shah in March 1732, he was dismissed and 
sent to the east to become governor of Trabzon.62  
 The conqueror of Tabriz, Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa was selected to assume the grand 
vizierate, and scattered liberal amounts of money on his arrival in İstanbul in order to appease 
the restive crowds and janissaries. The new grand vizier immediately set about strengthening 
foreign relations with Europe, and his promptness in granting audiences to foreign 
representatives is noted in the dispatches of the Venetian ambassador. Hekimoğlu ʿAli proved 
60 The justification for the war was that Tahmasb II had not respected the treaty signed between the two empires 
in March 1731 stipulating that the Safavids were to regain control over Tabriz, Kermanshah, Erdelan, Luristan, 
and the Hüveyze tribes, while the Ottomans kept hold of Yerevan, Tbilisi, Gence, Shirvan, Samahi and 
Daghestan. The Safavids also had to pay war indemnities totaling a sum of 100,000 pieces of gold: Olson, The 
Siege of Mosul, 89-90. 
61 The treaty of 1732 stipulated that the Safavids were to have Tabriz, Kermanshah, Hamadan, Erdelan, Luristan, 
and the Hüveyze tribes, while the Ottomans were to retain Yerevan, Tbilisi, Gence, Nahitsjevan, Shirvan, 
Samahi, Daghestan, and Kartli. No indemnities were paid on either side: Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 90.   
62 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, 406-409; Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 89-91; Shay, 
The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 34-35.  
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himself to be a competent diplomat who advocated the neutrality of the Ottoman empire.63 
His political successes in both the domestic and international spheres were achieved in part 
through his tacit skill in politics and patronage.64 Immediately following his appointment to 
the grand vizierate in March and until his arrival in the capital on 10 May 1732 (15 Zi ʾl-kade 
1144 AH), Hekimoğlu ʿAli seems to have been sending orders to İstanbul for the preparation 
of his government. The personal secretary Halisa ʿOsman Efendi, who had served both 
Kabakulak İbrahim and Topal ʿOsman, was exiled and instructed to resettle in Damascus, and 
the sergeant-at-arms Süleyman Ağa was ordered to remain in the service of Topal ʿOsman as 
his personal assistant and escort the latter to Trabzon.65 The vacant posts were filled with 
known dignitaries: the commander of the standard Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey was 
promoted to sergeant-at-arms of the new grand vizier, and barley commissioner Süleyman 
Efendi was selected to become personal secretary of the latter.66 As soon as Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
set foot in the capital, he initiated a more thorough chain of permutations that seems to have 
been primarily based on the construction of a comprehensive network of allies both within 
and outside the capital. On the day of his arrival, Hekimoğlu ʿAli summoned janissary 
commander Gürcü İsmaʿil to the grand vizieral palace, and promoted him to the rank of vizier 
and governor-general of Rumelia. He also replaced his assistant Gül Ahmed with his son-in-
law Yahya Ağa.67 A week or two later (27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH), the chief finance officer 
ʿİzzet ʿAli was discharged and promoted governor-general of Anatolia triggering a chain 
reaction in the composition of the financial administration. The former register commissioner 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, who had been reinstated during the grand vizierate of Kabakulak 
İbrahim, was promoted chief finance officer, and Firdevsi ʿEbubekir was appointed to replace 
him in his former post. This allowed for Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey to claim the office of the 
latter as keeper of the daily accounts which in turn made way for Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi to 
replace the latter in the office of chief accountant (başmuhasebecisi).68 The promotion of 
ʿİzzet ʿAli to governor-general of Anatolia illustrates the shrewd political skill of the grand 
vizier, who created a new bond of mutual obligation with the former while strengthening his 
alliance with a third party. The former governor-general of Anatolia Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa 
63 Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 91-92; Shay, The Ottoman Empire from 1720 to 1734, 36-37.  
64 See Table VI in Appendix E for an overview of the composition of the government five months after the 
accession of Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa to the grand vizierate. 
65 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 150.  
66 Ibid, 151. 
67 Ibid, 157-159.  
68 Ibid, 160.  
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could now return to the capital, and occupy the post of grand admiral and consume his 
marriage with ʿAyşe Sultan, daughter of Mustafa II.69  
 Thus, Hekimoğlu ʿAli started his tenure in the grand vizierate by confirming the 
loyalty of the highest officials under his authority. Two influential viziers ʿİzzet ʿAli and 
Gürcü İsmaʿil were endowed with considerable jurisdiction and power over the core regions 
of the empire, Anatolia and Rumelia respectively, in order to remove the potential for rivalry 
in the divan. His next move was to publicly legitimize his position in the highest office of the 
empire through the celebration of the (albeit temporary) victory which he had gained over the 
Safavids in the conquest of Tabriz. A triumph divan (galebe dīvānı) was held on 27 May 1732 
(2 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH) in which Mahmud I invited Hekimoğlu ʿAli and a selection of 
grandees to the Petition Room (ʿarż odası) where a collection of robes of honor was 
assembled. The robes were prepared in the Inner Treasury and were made of simple sable fur 
(ḫilʿat-ı postīn-i semmūr) or were embellished with three or four pairs of silver lace frogs on 
the front (ḳapānīçe). The grand vizier received the special ḳapānīçe robe, while the sergeant-
at-arms, steward of the gatekeepers, and other aghas of the military band received the plain 
robe of sable fur. Afterwards, a felicitation ceremony was held in the Divanhane (in the 
Second Courtyard) where all high ranking state officials were invited to congratulate the 
grand vizier with his victory. The next day (3 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH), dignitaries from the 
military command such as the commander of the armorers, of the artillerymen, of the gun 
carriages, and their assistants and sergeants were summoned to make an appearance in the 
Divanhane. They were granted robes of honor too and reappointed to their offices. After that, 
several officials from the lower military ranks and the financial administration, among which 
69 A passage that was recorded in the writings of Sami Mustafa, but has for some unknown reason been omitted 
from the chronicle of Subhi narrates that Alayeli ʿEbubekir left for İstanbul Peninsula from Üsküdar on 11 June 
1732 (17 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH), and that he entered the nuptial chamber of ʿAyşe Sultan who was of Maria-like 
innocence (Ayşe Sultan hazretlerinin ser-vakt-i dârüʾ z-zifâf-ı Meryem afâflarına dâhil ü vâsıl oldular) in the 
night of Friday 13 June (19 Zi ʾl-hicce AH 1144). An earlier passage from the writings of Sami Mustafa which 
Subhi did for some reason not choose to include, accounts that Alayeli ʿEbubekir, while being somewhere in 
Anatolia for his governor-generalship, engaged with ʿAyşe Sultan, the widow of Köprülü Nuʿman Paşa, after 
which she was transferred to Zeyrek Palace. She was the daughter of Mustafa II and had been married to 
Silahdar İbrahim Paşa in 1720 and Koca Mustafa Paşa in 1725 after the death of her first husband. Uluçay does 
not mention her marriage to Alayeli ʿEbubekir, and instead claims she was deemed unfit for marriage after the 
death of Koca Mustafa Paşa and died in 1752. The reference of Sami Mustafa to ʿAyşe Sultan as bearing the 
innocence of the holy Mary-alike appears to be a witty allusion to the Biblical contradiction of a virgin, a "chaste 
woman" miraculously giving birth to a child. Thus, despite the fact that ʿAyşe Sultan must have been a woman 
of decent and proper behavior, she was forced to subject her womanhood to a fourth (!) man. But Uluçay and 
Süreyya Bey only mention that Alayeli ʿEbubekir married another Ottoman princess namely Safiye Sultan, 
daughter of Mehmed IV, who had been widowed after the death of Mirzazade Mehmed Paşa in 1730, but entered 
her third marriage with Alayeli ʿEbubekir as late as 1740. Apparently the latter was related with the Ottoman 
dynasty through two distinct marriages: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 155, 159; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 
433; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 119-122. 
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the brother of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Feyzi Bey, was present, entered the Divanhane, and were 
either reappointed to their positions or nominated for promotion. The appointment ceremony 
served to reaffirm the bonds of mutual obligation between the grand vizier and the seated 
officials. Simultaneously, new bonds were created with those dignitaries whose promotion 
had been brought about by the grand vizier (and who perhaps already belonged to the 
clientage of Hekimoğlu ʿAli).70   
 But Hekimoğlu ʿAli must have found that the royal gratitude which he received in the 
imperial palace did not sufficiently highlight his military valor. He embarked upon the 
organization of festivities that were open to the population at large, and disseminated his 
popular image and war prestige across urban society. For this reason, the conquest of Tabriz 
was celebrated as part of the festivities for Sacrifice Feast (ʿīd-i ażḥā) on 4 June 1732 (10 Zi 
ʾl-hicce 1144 AH). The triumphal ceremony was the climax of the "Tebriziyye" that was 
written by Kerküklü Nevres ʿAbdürrezak, and narrates the adventures and campaign of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli in the east.71 The "Tebriziyye" mentions that the grand vizier invited Mahmud 
I and Saliha Valide Sultan to come to the open field in present-day Taksim square for a 
festival (ol feżā-yı feraḥ-fezāda) where the grand mufti and all other dignitaries were present. 
Three heroic generals presented themselves (a certain Ahmed Ağa, Millili ʿAli Bey, and 
Abaza Mehmed Ağa) together with all the other "famous heroes" from the campaigns in 
Yerevan and Urmia (sāʾir Revān ve Rūmiyye seferlerinde celādet ü şecāʿatleri meşhūr-u 
meşhūd olan şücʿān-ı şīr-ṣavletiñ) who were clinging their spears to prepare for the war 
ceremony (āyīn-i ceng üzere nīze-bāzlıġa āheng etmeleri). They totaled around hundred and 
fifty soldiers, and were ordered to form two separate rival camps headed by either commander 
Ahmed Ağa or Millili ʿAli Bey. After they had warmed up for battle through the simultaneous 
exclamation of war chants, the two camps at turns charged and retreated from one another, 
while the excited spectators watched the reenactment of the war "trampling with their feet on 
the floor" (püşt-pâ urdılar). After Ahmed Ağa had succeeded in lifting his rival from his 
horse saddle, the sultan ordered the battle to be finished. For the treatment of the wounds and 
bruises hundred pieces of perfumed pastille (ḳurṣ-ı zer-maḥbūb ile) were distributed. 
Champion Ahmed Ağa received five hundred pieces of gold along with a selection of 
70 Table VI in Appendix E gives a detailed survey of the permutations in the finance bureau and the lower cadres 
of the military command: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 161-162. 
71 Hüseyin Akkaya, Târîhçe-i Nevres. İnceleme ve Tenkitli Metin (İstanbul: Bayrak Matbaası, 2009).  
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weapons, while the war efforts of Hekimoğlu ʿAli were rewarded with a robe of honor made 
of sable fur (ḫilʿat-ı  semmūr).72 
 When Hekimoğlu ʿAli signaled that his accession to the grand vizierate had been 
accepted among key state officials and large segments of the population, he embarked on his 
final task of completely appropriating the various state divisions.73 Near the end of June 1732 
(Muharrem 1145 AH), the first liability of his government was dealt with, when the chief 
accountant of poll taxes (cizye muhasebecisi) Saʿdullah Efendi was imprisoned in Yedikule 
fortress for charges of corruption. Hacı Mehmed Efendi, the former steward of Hadice Sultan, 
daughter of Mehmed IV, replaced him in the office, and was in turn succeeded in the office of 
overseer of the naval arsenal (tersāne emīni) by his assistant Canibi ʿAli Efendi.74 The death 
of some very prominent but old finance officials allowed for further sudden career jumps in 
the finance burea. Üçanbarlı Mehmed died at the start of September 1732 and was succeeded 
by Canibi ʿAli, which allowed a certain İsmaʿil Efendi to gain promotion from beylikçi to 
overseer of the naval arsenal.75 Shortly afterwards, Firdevsi ʿEbubekir died and was 
succeeded in the office of register commissioner by Laʿli Mustafa Efendi, who was a client of 
the grand vizier.76 Kıblelizade Mehmed presumably died around the same time, although his 
death is not recorded in the chronicle of Subhi. Mehmed Süreyya claims that he passed away 
in 1144 AH, while the chronogram on his fountain does not really read as an obituary and 
records 1145 AH to be the date of completion.77 In any case, his death must have occurred 
during the first months of the new Islamic year, and enabled chief accountant Bozoğlan 
İbrahim to achieve a swift promotion immediately after his initial appointment. In June/July 
1732 (Muharrem 1145), Hacı Mehmed also died shortly after his promotion to chief 
accountant of poll taxes, according to the chronogram on his fountain. Even so, the chronicle 
of Subhi states that he was replaced as late as May 1733 by a certain Merami Ahmed 
Efendi.78 Hekimoğlu ʿAli managed to have his son-in-law Yahya Ağa penetrate the imperial 
court, and promoted him head stable master, which put him in a position that was very close 
72 Akkaya, Târîhçe-i Nevres, 64-65. 
73 See Table VII and VIII in Appendix E for a detailed survey of the permutations in the various state divisions.  
74 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 163. 
75 The beylikçi was the official ranking below the chief secretary, who directed the department that recorded all 
decisions taken in the divan, and communicated them to the related bureaus: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 172. 
76 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 174; Sürreya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 899.  
77 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 964.  
78 The entry in the chronicle of Subhi is undated, but is positioned in between entries that are told to have taken 
place in Ramazan and Zi ʾl-kade 1145 respectively: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 196-197. 
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to the sultan. His promotion allowed for Gül Ahmed to return in government service as he 
was reinstated as the personal assistant of the grand vizier.79  
 The ceremonial confirmation of the grand vizier's military valor also made him feel 
secure enough to gradually transform the composition of the military command. First in 
September/October 1732, Hekimoğlu ʿAli replaced the commander of the artillerymen with 
Hacı Hüseyin Ağa, and the commander of the armorers with the assistant of the latter, 
ʿAbdülkadir Ağa. In January/February 1733, his sergeant-at-arms Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed 
and Elçi Mustafa Bey, who was an influential court functionary and second stable master, 
were transferred to the posts of cavalry commander (sipahi ağası) and weapons-bearer troops 
(silahdar ağası) respectively.80 Finally in March 1733, the grand vizier decided to get rid of 
the janissary commander ʿAbdülbaki Ağa and his first lieutenant Hindizade Mehmed Ağa, 
and exiled them to Gallipoli (Gelibolu) and Edirne respectively.81 In April/May 1733, the 
keystone of his consolidation policy was applied when the close associate of Mahmud I, 
chancellor Köprülü Ahmed, was sent off to become custodian of Vidin, and was replaced with 
the grand vizier's favorite Alayeli ʿEbubekir. The promotion of the latter cleared the way for 
Canım Hoca Mehmed to get reinstated as grand admiral.82  
 In short, the political developments during the aftermath of the Patrona Revolt 
demonstrate the way in which Mahmud I was able to consolidate his early reign. Whereas 
vital state responsibilities were entrusted to his grand viziers, the sultan closely monitored and 
counterbalanced the power they yielded through the inclusion of influential dignitaries from 
his trust network in the ḳūbbeniş. But the permutations in the composition of the government 
after the appointment of Hekimoğlu ʿAli illustrate the extent to which grand viziers were able 
to maintain their autonomy. Hekimoğlu ʿAli managed to reduce the number of viziers in the 
ḳūbbeniş considerably. He made sure that the council consisted primarily of those dignitaries 
who did not only owe their allegiance to the sultan's favor, but were introduced by virtue of 
his personal mediation. In doing so, the grand vizier succeeded in establishing the 
independence of both the government and financial administration which now fully operated 
under his direct orders, without the intervention of the ḳūbbeniş. The consolidation strategies 
of Hekimoğlu ʿAli demonstrate the mechanism through which a grand vizier was able to 
appropriate the trust network of the sultan, and gradually manipulate its composition to his 
own benefit. Within this particular context, the implementation of the Taksim water network 
79 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 158-159. 
80 Ibid, 173, 177. 
81 Ibid, 164, 197. 
82 Ibid, 199.  
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offers an interesting case to examine and compare the extent to which this political process 
was reflected in the building patronage of the imperial family.     
 
The implementation of the Taksim water network between 1730-1733 
The second part of this chapter will deal with the construction process of the Taksim water 
network, and examine the extent to which the development of the project converged with the 
political changes mentioned above. Since the construction process of the Taksim water 
network developed within the context of eighteenth-century architectural practice, first our 
analysis will need a proper clarification of the organizational framework coordinating the 
construction activities. For this reason, I will try to answer the question: To what extent did 
the corps of royal architects play a role in the construction and maintenance of the capital's 
water infrastructure? Second, we will need to make a historical examination of the status and 
distribution of the water infrastructure in the projected area so that we can set the ground for 
the actual implementation of the network. This approach focuses on the intentions of Ahmed 
III. After that, I will answer questions pertaining to the specific planning of the project:  
During what phase were the construction works stalled as a consequence of the Patrona 
Revolt? And how was the project continued during the early reign of Mahmud I?  
 Our knowledge of the corps of royal architects (ḫaṣṣā miʿmārlar ocağı) during the 
first half of the eighteenth century, and their involvement in the construction and repair of the 
capital's water networks is rather limited. Next to that, the related monographs of Maurice 
Cerasi and Sinan Güler have been impaired by notions of "Westernization". They presume 
that the corps strongly declined during the course of the eighteenth century parallel to the ill-
conceived "degeneration" of Ottoman architecture. Because the corps had opened up to 
Western influences, they argue, it had become obsolete and was eventually abolished with the 
formation in 1831 of the Directorate for Royal Buildings (ebniye-i ḫaṣṣā müdürlüğü).83 The 
PhD-thesis of Rüstem Ünver, however, contextualizes the development of the corps, and 
argues that the corps of royal architects did not so much "decline" but was adapted to new 
cultural realities. Near the end of the seventeenth century, the corps experienced a loosening 
of the institutional framework that had been established since the tenure of Miʿmar Sinan Ağa 
(d. 1588) during the sixteenth century. It was drastically shrunk and reorganized because the 
83 Maurice Cerasi, 'Late Ottoman Architects and Master Builders' in Oleg Grabar (ed.) Muqarnas V: An Annual 
on Islamic Art and Architecture (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988); Sinan Güler, 'Onsekizinci Yüzyılda Hassa Mimarlar 
Teşkilatı' in 18. yüzyılda Osmanlı kültür ortamı: 20-21 Mart 1997 sempozyum bildirileri (1998), 145-151. 
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court realized the institute had lost its role of tastemaker, and could not compete with the 
craftsmanship of non-Muslim building teams in the private sector. The protracted period of 
war with the Habsburg Empire, which started with the unsuccessful Siege of Vienna in 1683 
and ended in the Treaty of Karlowitz in 1699, was detrimental to the state finances. As a 
result, the architectural patronage of the imperial family both in İstanbul as well as across the 
entire Ottoman realm reduced considerably.84  
 The corps numbered about forty persons (excluding the number of apprentices) by the 
beginning of the seventeenth century, and remained largely constant over the following 
decades. Even so, the number was drastically reduced to between eleven or thirteen members 
after an audit that was executed by the chief architect in 1691 found the corps overstaffed. Its 
members moreover stopped receiving wages from the state treasury, and were instead paid 
from the privy purse of the imperial household (ḫarc-ı ḫaṣṣa), supposedly because it was a 
more reliable source of income than the state during this period.85 In addition, the three-
monthly salary of the chief architect had been reduced from 120 to 80 aḳçe indicating the 
diminished prestige of the office.86 While the corps traditionally housed a considerable 
number of non-Muslims, after the austerity measures of 1691 only one Christian had 
remained in office. But this did not do justice to the important and rather prominent role of 
non-Muslims in the construction industry of İstanbul during the eighteenth century, where 
Greeks and Armenians counted for more than half the workforce. This change indicates that 
the corps had not only developed into a primarily bureaucratic organization, but also signals 
the emergence of building teams who had been trained outside the institutional framework of 
the court. Greek and Armenian builders and craftsmen worked as commercially operating 
enterprises who had become the driving force behind civil architecture. The long-standing 
mercantile networks of their respective communities were a great advantage, and gave them 
access to the international trends and technologies.87 Withal, the Ottoman state refrained from 
granting them the full recognition of the title miʿmār (professional architect), and instead 
referred to them as ḳalfa (derived from the Arabic ḫalīfe: lieutenant, apprentice).88 
Nonetheless, non-Muslim teams of builders and craftsmen were most frequently contracted by 
84 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 70-87.  
85 Ibid, 72.  
86 Fatma Afyoncu, 'XVII. yüzyılda Hassa Mimarları Ocağı' in Türkler, Cilt 12 (Ankara: Yeni Türkiye, 2002), 
104-106. 
87 Afyoncu, 'XVII. yüzyılda Hassa Mimarları Ocağı', 104-106; Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 71-78. 
88 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 77.  
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the corps of royal architects, which now administered the organization and presided over the 
projects of royal patronage.89   
 During the reign of Ahmed III, the corps of royal architects must have continued to be 
directed by the chief architect (miʿmār ağa or miʿmār-başı), although the latter was stripped 
of his responsibilities in the training of apprentices. Most crucial to the construction and 
maintenance of water networks was the office of the water channel superintendant (ṣu yolu 
nāżırı) that was part of the corps of royal architects. Considering the renewed construction 
and repair activities under the patronage of Ahmed III, this office was most presumably never 
cancelled.90 The water channel superintendant coordinated the water channel experts (ṣu 
yolcuları), and was responsible for the inspection and repair of the water supply lines 
procuring the royal palace, the royal garden estates, imperial mosque complexes as well as the 
consecutive neighborhoods of the capital city.91 The corps of royal architects operated on the 
basis of a legal framework that stipulated the responsibilities of all parties involved, and 
guaranteed the maintenance and protection of all water pipe lines. The Ottoman state actively 
attempted to incorporate every segment of society within this framework. Therefore, the 
construction, maintenance and repair activities of the water infrastructure was monitored and 
mediated by the judiciary establishment.  
 The various shores and settlements of İstanbul were subdivided into the administrative 
regions of İstanbul Peninsula, Galata, Üsküdar, and Eyüp (Haslar). Judicial authority was 
entrusted to four chief judges (każı) who presided over a hierarchy of lower ranking judges 
who in turn held jurisdiction over the various subdivisions of the region. They were 
responsible for the execution of laws ordering the construction of water networks as well as 
those safeguarding the protection of pipe lines, dams, and the quality and health of the water 
running through it. The judges worked in close cooperation with the chief architect, the water 
channel superintendant, and the janissary commander to enforce compliance. It was 
prohibited for instance to cultivate land and gardens, and build any structure along the 
itinerary of the underground pipe lines. A space of up to seven arşın (seven times ca. 68 cm = 
89 Pia Hochhut, Die Moschee Nûrusomâniye in Istanbul. Beiträge zur Baugeschichte nach Osmanîschen Quellen 
(Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1986), 15-28; Gamze Özbayram, Nuruosmanîye Complex (MA-thesis: Boğaziçi 
University, İstanbul, 1988), 39-50; Ünver, Architecture for a New Age, 76-77.  
90 The abovementioned is a historical estimation of the corps' composition which takes into account the 
developments of the early eighteenth century, but is nevertheless based on the analysis Necipoğlu has provided 
of the institute during the sixteenth century, and the contributions of Fatma Afyoncu on the seventeenth century: 
Afyoncu, 'XVII. yüzyılda Hassa Mimarları Ocağı', 103-109; Gülrü Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural 
Culture in the Ottoman Empire (London: Reaktion Books, 2005), 153-157. 
91 Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan, 153-157; Burhan Oğuz, Bizans'tan Günümüze İstanbul Suları (İstanbul: Simurg 
Yayınları, 1998), 58-59. 
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ca. 476 cm) above and along the channels was to be kept clear for the purpose of risk and 
damage prevention, and trespassing structures were to be demolished. In addition, any form of 
settlement in the vicinity of supply lines or dams that was beyond the limit of seven arşın was 
to be removed and resettled if it appeared to jeopardize the health of the water. Naturally, the 
arrangement of toilets or sewers above or near the pipe lines was strictly forbidden.92 The 
water networks proper were generally part of pious foundations (vaḳıf) that were administered 
by independent boards of trustees (mütevelli). Traditionally, private individuals wishing to 
exploit the water network for the patronage of a public fountain, or for the construction of a 
supplementary water channel (ḳātma) for private consumption had to appeal to the local judge 
for permission. The judge then mediated with the sultan as his personal authorization was 
necessary.  
 By the second half of the seventeenth century however, patrons of a fountain or 
supplementary pipe line were able to claim private ownership and right of use to a certain 
amount of water without the consent of the sultan nor central administration. Certainly, this 
development is indicative of the emergent influence and autonomy of pious foundations. 
Nonetheless, while the rights of water ownership had become a tradable and apparently 
lucrative commodity, the construction of water networks and pipe lines still necessitated the 
coordination and expertise of the ṣu yolcuları.93 The exploitation of fountains was a source of 
income for the guilds of water carriers (saḳā), who sold and distributed the water to 
households that fell beyond the reach of the network, and were split in pedestrian and 
horseback divisions. The owner of the water rights decided whether the guilds were allowed 
to tap water based on the foundational document (vaḳfiye), and if so permission was granted 
through rents (gedik).94  
 The implementation of water networks was subjected to a complex organization that 
encompassed a board of administrators, water channel experts, building teams, and a labor 
force who were all connected with one another through the mediation of the judiciary 
apparatus. Only with regards to the construction, architecture, and decoration of individual 
92 Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan, 114; Said Öztürk, 'Su Yollarının ve Su Bentlerinin Korunması' in Said Öztürk, 
Osmanlı Arşiv Belgelerinde İstanbul'un Tarihî Su Yolları. Muhafaza ve Bakımı. I. Cilt (İstanbul: İSKİ Yayınları, 
2006), 43-49.  
93 Karakaş, Clay Pipes, Marble Surfaces, 62-82.  
94 Aynur& Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 67-70; Noyan Dinçkal, Istanbul und das Wasser: Zur 
Geschichte der Wasserversorgung und Abwasserentsorgung von der Mitte des 19. Jahrhunderts bis 1966 
(München: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 2004), 57-59; Oğuz, Bizans'tan Günümüze İstanbul Suları, 59.  
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fountains patrons seem to have been at some liberty to choose.95 The predominantly non-
Muslim villages along the (projected) itineraries of the water supply lines were designated as 
ṣuyolu ḳurāsı (water channel villages). They would fall under the supervision of the water 
channel experts, and were obliged to provide the necessary labor force for the construction, 
maintenance and repair of the pipe lines. In return, the inhabitants would be exempted from 
several taxes.96 When a new water supply line was constructed, the local judge ordered the 
inhabitants of the villages to enroll with the building overseer (binā emini). The latter was part 
of an official temporary body that was composed of a building supervisor (binā nāżırı), a 
building overseer (binā emini), and several secretaries (kātib) who managed the 
administration of the project. The act of appointing a building overseer was dependent on the 
importance of the structure that was to be built; the patron might choose to personally oversee 
the construction. Therefore, the supervisor operated as a direct representative of the patron 
and bore final responsibility for the construction site and financial affairs. The building 
overseer was generally chosen from trustworthy administrators with financial expertise and 
preferably some experience in construction work. The supervisor was responsible for the 
acquisition of the necessary building materials, and the enrollment of the labor force. He 
coordinated the registration of the expenses made in material and wages, and was assisted by 
his secretaries.97  
 The supply of construction materials and the contracting of building teams stood under 
strict control of Ottoman authorities. The state exercised a monopoly over construction 
materials which allowed for the inspection of quality and the closing down of shops and 
ateliers that were considered harmful to public construction activities. The chief architect was 
moreover permitted to determine the cost and size of building materials like stone, timber, and 
brick. Next to that, the craftsmen enrolled in the building project were all member in guild 
organizations (lonca), and fell under jurisdiction of the chief architect.98 During the 
95 Unwritten codes of decorum strictly regulated the physical aspects of the structure's outer appearance, but 
were not so much enforced within a legal framework but rather on the basis of peer pressure: read Necipoğlu, 
The Age of Sinan for more information about this specific aspect of Ottoman architecture, or read chapter 3 of 
this thesis.  
96 Çelik mentions the "avârız" (extraordinary tax for military purposes), "tekâlîf" (additional tax for the relief of 
treasury expenses), and "ispençe" (tax for non-Muslims that was collected as an extra poll tax): Mehmet Âkıf 
Aydın, 'The Ottoman Legal System' in Ekmeleddin İhsanoğlu. History of the Ottoman State, Society & 
Civilisation, Vol. 1 (İstanbul: IRCICA, 2001), 438; Gülfettin Çelik, 'Su Tesislerin Bakımı, Korunması ve Tamiri' 
in Said Öztürk, Osmanlı Arşiv Belgelerinde İstanbul'un Tarihî Su Yolları. Muhafaza ve Bakımı. I. Cilt (İstanbul: 
İSKİ Yayınları, 2006), 13-15; Kütükoğlu, 'The Structure of the Ottoman Economy', 580-581  
97 Hochhut, Die Moschee Nûrusomâniye in Istanbul, 19-22; Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan, 176-178.  
98 Unfortunately, the work of Necipoğlu can only vouch for the sixteenth century, and in light of the 
reorganization of the corps at the end of the seventeenth century it has become questionable whether the position 
of the chief architect still accounted for that much authority. The article of Oya Şenyurt for instance does not 
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eighteenth century, several instruments were introduced to monitor the economic activity of 
guilds operating in the construction industry. Both the board of experts (ustā) directing the 
guilds as well as the executive chiefs (kāḥyā) they selected were instructed to register with the 
local judge in order to receive a rent (gedik). This rent gave them access to raw materials, and 
permitted them to own a shop/atelier, and train apprentices.99 Moreover, the guilds were 
dependent on the local judge to mediate in commercial conflict, since they preferred to 
operate within a competitive market environment, despite government encouragements for the 
establishment of monopolies. The nature of each construction process necessitated the various 
crafts of carpenters (neccār), stone masons (bennā, taşçı), stone cutters (seng-trāş, dülger), 
and glaziers (cāmcı) to cooperate closely in order to achieve a solid, final result, or cancel 
agreements when cooperation proved to be unsatisfying.100 The court must have made a 
selection among the guilds operating across the empire in search of the best artisans, and 
probably provided in their temporary residence. Although we can safely assume that they 
were employed for the construction of the water network proper, we do not know the extent to 
which the patrons of each individual fountain made use of the same building teams, nor 
whether they contracted alternative teams.  
 The persons who were involved in the production of the poetic epigraphy constituted a 
rather distinct category of agents that contributed to the construction of water networks, and 
we can only speculate about the general division of labor. From the product itself, the 
calligraphic panel, we can deduce that a variety of skills was necessary: the composition of 
poetry, the art of calligraphy, and of sculpture. But in most cases, the individual panels do not 
identify either three persons, who were trained in these skills, and perhaps there was a degree 
of overlap between artist and skill. We do know that Ottoman elite individuals used the 
composition of poetry as a pastime activity, and dedicated poems to one another often on the 
basis of patron-client relationships. The calligraphers came from the same affluent and 
intellectual environment, and in the fulfillment of some practical profession belonged to the 
highest echelons of the court, state administration, and the religious establishment. Moreover, 
a number of women was involved in the art, and adorned some monuments in the capital with 
their calligraphy. Only a minority of calligraphers was selected to operate in royal service, 
and they enjoyed the highest prestige. More so, both Ahmed III and Mahmud I are known to 
mention any involvement of the chief architect, and instead points to alternative officials burdened with the task 
of controlling the economic activity of the guild organizations: Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan, 165.  
99 Oya Şenyurt, 'Onsekizinci Yüzyıl Osmanlı Başkentinde Taşçı Örgütlenmesi' in METU JFA 2009/2 (26:2), 
108-110. 
100 Şenyurt, 'Onsekizinci Yüzyıl Osmanlı Başkentinde Taşçı Örgütlenmesi', 103-107. 
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have had an adept skill in calligraphy.101 While the court had initially lost its preeminence in 
the field of architecture, it could still distinguish itself in the art of calligraphy which was 
taught in the palace school, and was continuously employed in the chancery of the grand 
vizier.102  
 The fact that every master of calligraphy was in some way or another connected to a 
dervish order points to the channels through which the art form must have been preserved 
within Ottoman society.103 While every affluent Muslim received a general education in the 
basics of decent writing, it necessitated much more training to become a ḫaṭṭāṭ (calligrapher). 
Pupils had to find a master who instructed them, either individually or in a small group, until 
they graduated by receiving the official and quite rarely granted permission (icāzet). This 
gave the calligrapher the right to sign his work with his own name or nickname (maḫlaṣ), 
usually through the formula "ketebehü [name]". Although poetry constituted an almost 
integral part of the life of calligraphers, and appears to have been part of their training as well, 
this is not to imply that they automatically composed the poetic epigraphy proper.104 
Furthermore, we do not know whether the actual carving was the work of the calligrapher or 
that he provided a sculpture artist with the design. The latter did most presumably belong to a 
guild, and we do not know of any grandee who was trained in the art of sculpture. Hence, the 
personal signature of the poet and the calligrapher are the only helpful clues in the 
identification process. Other than that, no accurate information about the specific division of 
labor is available. 
Now it is time to take a closer look at the area around which the construction activities 
centered. First, I will make a short examination of the historical development of the water 
infrastructure in the projected area for the purpose of which I have created maps in QGIS that 
are available in Appendix A. After that, I will discuss the various phases during which the 
Taksim water network was implemented, and analyze the extent to which a number of 
influential patrons attempted to appropriate the project. The Taksim project targeted the towns 
of Galata, Tophane, Fındıklı, Kabataş, and Kasımpaşa which already had access to water, and 
101 Ahmed III adorned the harem gate in his Sütlüce palace, the gate of the petition room (ʿarż odası), of the new 
library in the Third Courtyard, and the two meydān çeşmeleri under his patronage in front of the Imperial Gate 
and in Üsküdar with his calligraphy, while Mahmud I dedicated himself to the composition of poetry: Aktepe, 
'Ahmed III', 37; Özcan, 'Mahmud I', 351.  
102 Sheila S. Blair, Islamic Calligraphy (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 476-479; Filiz Çağman, 
'Behind the Ottoman canon: The works of the imperial palace' in Tülay Artan and Hadiye Cangökçe, Palace of 
Gold and Light: Treasures from the Topkapı, İstanbul (Washington, DC: Palace Arts Foundation, 2000). 
103 Annemarie Schimmel, Calligraphy and Islamic Culture (New York/London: New York University Press, 
1984), 48. 
104 Ibid, 35-55.  
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hosted a small number of fountains scattered across the area over the course of time. 
Unfortunately, no research has been conducted into the itineraries of the independent water 
mains, nor into the sources from which they drew water. But the differences in the altitude of 
the rough terrain combined with the location and foundation date of the various fountains 
seem to suggest (hypothetically) a pattern delineating the itinerary of several pipe lines. The 
water facilitaties originated in the second half of the sixteenth-century and were ocassionally 
expanded during the seventeenth century. Nonetheless, in the early eighteenth century, the 
existing infrastructure seems to have been unable to cope with the rapidly growing demand 
for water.  
 The town of Galata originated in a Genoese trade colony, and constituted the oldest 
settlement in the area north of the Golden Horn. Aqueducts had traditionally provided the 
settlement with a supply of fresh and current water that came across or through the wall 
running alongside the Galata tower. The poetic epigraphy inscribed on the fountain of 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed (the so called Bereketzade fountain) possibly alludes to this fact for it 
refers to the northern part of Galata as the "aqueducts area" ("kemerler semti"). Fig. A.1 
(Appendix A) shows an estimation of the water infrastructure that provisioned Galata and 
outside its eastern walls the town of Tophane. The presence of the sixteenth-century 
congregational mosques of grand vizier Sokullu Mehmed Paşa to the west and of grand 
admiral Kılıç ʿAli Paşa to the east point to the presence of water mains that must have 
procured water for the ritual ablution. The mains were either independently constructed or 
were connected to the supply line Bayezid II had commissioned to procure the Galata Palace 
(ġālāṭā-saray), which functioned as a palace school for pages.105 This water line must have 
been renovated and expanded during the reign of Ahmed I in 1613 to include Fındıklı, 
Kabataş, and Salıpazarı.106 During the second half of the seventeenth century, the network 
gradually expanded when several grandees sponsored the construction of fountains. 
Moreover, during the reign of Mustafa II, another congregational mosque was built in Galata, 
the Yeni Valide Mosque in 1697/98 (1109 AH), under the patronage of Gülnüş Emetullah 
Valide Sultan.107 Even before the construction of Saʿdābād, Galata appears to have been 
included in the architectural campaign to refurbish the imperial capital, and witnessed the 
renovation of the Galata Palace during the grand vizierate of Damad Şehid ʿAli Paşa. The 
palace was completed in January 1715 (Muharrem 1127 AH), and Ahmed III personally 
105 Oğuz, Bizans'tan Günümüze İstanbul Suları, 58.  
106 Artan, 'Arts and Architecture', 453-454. 
107 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 357-358. 
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endowed the complex with a fountain.108 However, we do not know whether the entire water 
supply line was renovated, or if a technical survey had been conducted to establish its 
condition. 
 The water infrastructure in the area of Cihangir-Fındıklı to the south and Kabataş to 
the north is depicted in Fig. A.2 (Appendix A). The sixteenth-century congregational mosques 
of Cihangir and Fındıklı must have been connected to the supply line of the Galata Palace, 
most probably after the expansion of the palace water supply under the patronage of Ahmed I 
in 1613. The area of Cihangir-Fındıklı appears to have deserved the special attention of 
members from the Ottoman ruling elite. Çeşmi Hüseyin Efendi who served as personal 
secretary (sır kātibi) of Ahmed III constructed a congregational mosque next to the Sormagir 
market in 1719/20 (1132 AH),109 and after the Cihangir Mosque had burnt down in August 
1720 (Şevval 1132 AH) it was built anew and enlarged by an unknown patron.110 Around the 
same time, grand vizier Damad İbrahim patronized the construction of a lodge (tekke) for the 
Gülşeniyye dervish order in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Firuz Ağa Mescidi.111 
 The town of Kasımpaşa, which is depicted in Fig. A.3 (Appendix A), appears to have 
been largely neglected during the reign of Ahmed III. The settlement owed its name to the 
patronage activities of Güzelce Kasım Paşa, who lived in the sixteenth century and among 
others had the Cami-i Kebir in its center constructed. One sixteenth-century fountain of 
Murad III and several seventeenth-century examples that were patronized by grand admirals 
ʿAbdi Gedik Paşa and Uzun Piyale Paşa provide solid proof of water supply lines that to some 
extent must have been connected to one another. Under the patronage of grand vizier Çorlulu 
ʿAli Paşa, a congregational mosque was established in the imperial naval arsenal somewhere 
during his term in office between May 1706 (Muharrem 1118 AH) and June 1710 (Rebiü ʾl-
ahır 1122 AH).112 The mosque presumably took its water from the main supplying the 
fountain of which construction had been sponsored by the chief black eunuch Hacı Nezir Ağa 
in 1702/03 (1114 AH). The Cami-i Kebir had burnt down and was renovated in 1722/23 
(1135 AH) under the patronage of Feyzi Bey, brother of Hekimoğlu ʿAli,113 but was only 
108 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 374-378. 
109 Ibid, 392.  
110 Ayvansarayī mentions grand vizier Silahdar ʿAli Paşa as the patron who executed the rebuilding of the 
mosque. However, by that time he had already perished in the war against the Habsburg Empire in 1716: ibid, 
394. 
111 Ibid, 392.  
112 Ibid, 340-341.  
113 Ibid, 329-330. 
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endowed with a fountain in 1736/37 (1149 AH) sometime after the completion of the Taksim 
water network.  
 The first reference to the Taksim project is found on the closing pages of the chronicle 
of Küçük Çelebizade where one passage is dedicated to the visit of Ahmed III to the area of 
Bahçeköy (see Fig. 2.1). The account first mentions how the sultan during the evening of 9 
May 1730 (21 Şevval 1142 AH) on a Thursday was invited by his grand vizier Damad 
İbrahim to visit the garden estate of Saʿdābād, which was decorated with an abundance of 
candles and oil lamps for the occasion. The program entailed a royal banquet that was 
accompanied by all high ranking grandees of the empire, and ended with music and fireworks 
until deep in the night. One week later on 16 May (28 Şevval 1142 AH), the grand vizier 
received several eminent viziers at his pavilion Ḥürremābād for a "pleasant gathering" 
("celse-i ārām"). These were his assistant Kethüda Mehmed Paşa, grand admiral Kaymak 
Mustafa Paşa, his cousin second stable master Sinek Mustafa Paşa, vizier Damad Hafız 
Ahmed Paşa, governor of Sivas and Yerevan Damad Sarı Mustafa Paşa, the sultan's former 
weapons-bearer Damad Mehmed Paşa, and Muhassıl ʿAbdullah Paşa who was governor of 
ʿAydın and had recently married Emine Sultan, daughter of Mustafa II. After the meeting was 
concluded, they all mounted their horses, and headed for the royal pavilion of the sultan who 
would join in their company. They left the palatial abodes of Saʿdābād, and went to the north 
in order to watch the area where the aqueducts and dams were to be built shortly after their 
visit ("karībü ʾl-ʿahd inşā olunan"). Having arrived near the seventeenth-century dam of 
ʿOsman II, the Kömürcü Bendi, they dismounted their horses to enjoy lunch and thereafter 
proceeded to the Twin Lakes ("çifte ḥavużlar"). This location was apparently conceived of as 
the source that would serve the water supply line of the Taksim water network, and was to 
host the fundaments of the current Topuzlu Bent. The sultan performed the ceremonial 
gesture of taking water from the stream to quench his thirst ("ḳūm-ı rīg-şümār-ı tātārı garkāb 
eyledükden soñra"). This act, according to Küçük Çelebizade, inaugurated the new water 
reservoir that would commemorate the deceased queen mother ("vālide sulṭān ḥavżına aʿzīmet 
... ḳılındı"). The inauguration was celebrated with an official meal alongside the stream of 
Büyükdere, and was followed by a cruise in several boats along the Bosphorus.114 
114 Ali Aktaş, Çelebizâde Âsım Tarihi. Transkripsiyonlu metin (www.yazoku.net, 2008), 287-289.  
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 The visit exemplifies the first phase of the 
construction project for which Damad İbrahim and 
the other royal sons-in-law must have made the final 
preparations during their meeting in Ḥürremābād. 
Afterwards, the blueprint for the project appears to 
have needed a ceremonial seal inaugurating the 
construction activities. Ahmed III and the 
abovementioned grandees went on a final excursion 
to inspect the terrain, and visited a number of sites 
that were in some way relevant to the project. They 
had lunch near the dam of ʿOsman II, observed the 
sultan's inauguration ceremony at the Twin Lakes, 
and had a second meal next to Büyükdere, i.e. the 
stream that was to supply the water network. The 
dignitaries who held a meeting at the pavilion of the grand vizier must have been selected to 
participate, and sponsor the construction of one or several fountains that connected to the 
water facilities in Bahçeköy. The ceremony and patron network for the blueprint of Ahmed III 
reveal two striking parallels with the properties of the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line 
in Üsküdar. In the first place, the building patrons were intimate members in the trust network 
of Ahmed III. Not only had they been elevated to the rank of vizier, with the exception of 
Kaymak Mustafa Paşa and Kethüda Mehmed Paşa, they were dependent of and related to the 
Ottoman dynasty because of their marriage with one of the Ottoman princesses. (Küçük) 
ʿAyşe Sultan and (Küçük) Hadice Sultan were married off to Mehmed Paşa and Hafız Ahmed 
Paşa respectively in the collective marriage of 1724, and Zeyneb Sultan, Saliha Sultan, and 
Emine Sultan, the niece of Ahmed III, were married to Sinek Mustafa Paşa, Sarı Mustafa 
Paşa, and Muhassıl ʿAbdullah Paşa respectively in the collective marriage of 1728.115 The 
second aspect which the blueprint for the Taksim water network shared with the water 
network in Üsküdar was the attention Ahmed III personally paid to the commemoration of his 
mother Gülnüş Emetullah. The meydān çeşmesi in Üsküdar together with the çeşme that was 
embedded in the wall surrounding the Yeni Valide Mosque were constructed in memory of 
his mother. Similarly, Küçük Çelebizade mentions explicitly that the ceremony alongside the 
Büyükdere stream was intended to honor the queen mother by building a reservoir (ḥavż) in 
115 Artan, 'Royal weddings and the Grand Vezirate', 361-363. 
 
Fig. 2.1 Excursion of Ahmed III and his 
viziers 
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her memory. Thus, the connection to the queen mother and the participation of the royal sons-
in-law clarify that the project communicated the survival and fertility of the dynasty, hence 
served as a vehicle for dynastic legitimization.  
 Ahmed Refik has suggested, in an article that was published in "Yeni Mecmua" in 
1918, that the grand scale construction and expansion of the water networks in Üsküdar, 
Taksim, and İstanbul Peninsula were indeed connected. According to him, Ahmed III wished 
to demonstrate his personal preeminence in the construction projects of his grand vizier, and 
planned for the construction of four imperial meydān çeşmeleri on the squares in front of the 
Mihrimah Mosque bordering the sea in Üsküdar, near the Gate of the Naval Marines 
(Azapkapı), in front of the Kılıç ʿAli Paşa Mosque in Tophane again close to the sea, and in 
front of the Imperial Gate which was supposed to house the most magnificent example.116 The 
selected locations constituted crowded and prominent public spaces with markets and a 
congregational mosque nearby, and were situated along the coastline for everyone to see. But 
most importantly, they brought sweet water to the neighborhoods along the salty water of the 
Bosphorus. The construction activities were said to have started in the Islamic month of 
Ramazan in 1141 AH (March/April 1729), and the fountain in front of the Imperial Gate was 
already completed near the end of the same year.117 The selection of the Azapkapı and 
Tophane neighborhoods, which currently host the meydān çeşmeleri of Saliha Valide Sultan 
and Mahmud I respectively, could have been prompted by contemporary circumstances, since 
both foci had been devastated by fire hazards and were neglected afterwards. Azapkapı was 
victim to conflagrations in January 1715, and probably again in October 1717.118 Tophane 
was affected by a huge fire that started in Cihangir, and burnt down the Cihangir Mosque and 
the royal armory (ṭopḫāne-i āmīre) in 1720. The water necessity of the latter area was 
temporarily met through the construction of a water reservoir beneath the armory that was 
rebuilt in 1723.119 But in any case, the devastations had made the area ripe for public 
construction works, and the endowment of water facilities was to regenerate the quality of life 
in the streets.  
 The question remains as to what extent the fountains of Azapkapı and Tophane were 
actually built, and secondly if they survived the turmoil of the Patrona Revolt four months 
after the visit of Ahmed III and his viziers to Bahçeköy. Ahmed Refik argues that the chief 
116 The title of Ahmed Refik's article is not mentioned by Zarif Ongun: Yeni Mecmua, 28 (1918), 9-12.  
117 Ibid.  
118 Mustafa Cezar, Osmanlı Devrinde İstanbul Yapılarında Tahribat Yapan Yangınlar ve Tabii Afetler (İstanbul: 
Berksoy Matbaası, 1963), 346. 
119 Cezar, Yangınlar ve Tabii Afetler, 350-351.  
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architect was ordered to construct the fountain in front of the Imperial Gate, and shortly after 
its completion the other fountains followed suit.120 This would suggest that the fountains of 
Azapkapı and Tophane were built just before the Patrona Revolt. Although Zarif Ongun in his 
own article battles Ahmed Refik's assertion on the basis of archival documents that place the 
construction of the Tophane fountain under the reign of Mahmud I, he provides us with 
alternative leads underpinning the opposite. The construction of the Tophane fountain is 
attributed to Ahmed III by at least two other sources, though not contemporary: "İstanbul ve 
Boğaziçi" written by Mehmed Ziya İhtifalcı (1866-1930) during the 1920s, and the İstanbul 
travelogue of Ernest Mamboury (1878-1953) written in the year 1925. Whereas İhtifalcı states 
that the construction was temporarily stalled during the Patrona Revolt and completed under 
Mahmud I, Mamboury asserts that the fountain was in fact completed under Ahmed III but 
was eventually demolished and rebuilt by Mahmud I.121 Both authors could have derived their 
information from the article of Ahmed Refik. What is equally plausible, is that the latter could 
have attempted to claim the specific style of the Azabkapı and Tophane fountains as 
belonging to the legacy of the "Tulip Age", which was associated with the reign of Ahmed III 
and Damad İbrahim.  
 The construction of a fountain in Tophane by Ahmed III, and another one at the same 
exact location two or three years later by Mahmud I is not necessarily mutually exclusive. The 
earliest substantial evidence for the initiation of the actual construction works on the water 
supply line is the ruling (ḥüküm) issued on 23 June 1730 (7 Zi ʾl-hicce in 1142 AH) ordering 
the inhabitants of the villages Yeniköy, Tarabya, Büyükdere, and those in the mountains to 
enroll for the excavation of water galleries and other relevant services with the building 
overseer Hacı Ahmed Ağa.122 The document attests to the fact that the actual implementation 
of the water network had indeed been initiated during the closing year of Ahmed III's reign 
and that Hacı Ahmed was primarily responsible for the administration.  
 The appointment of Hacı Ahmed seems to have been prompted by his experience in 
construction projects. The Ahmediyye mosque complex in Üsküdar was built in the year 
1712/13 under his patronage.123 Most notable is the fact that he appears to have been 
120 "Babıhümayun önündeki çeşmenin inşası için Sermimara emir verildi. Çeşmeye lüzumu olan mermerler ve 
taşlar Marmara sahillerinden tedarik olundu. Çeşmenin inşasına Ramazan evasıtında 1141 de başlandı ve o 
sene içinde hitama erdi. Diğer çeşmelerin inşası da az zaman içinde ikmâl edilmişti": Yeni Mecmua, 28 (1918), 
9-12.  
121 Zarif Ongun, 'Tophane Çeşmesi' in Tarih Köşesi (undated), 228-229. 
122 Öztürk, İstanbul'un Tarihî Su Yolları, 294-295.  
123 The document paraphrased in Ongun's article refers to "elhaç Ahmed ağa İbni elhaç Mehmed": Ongun, 
'Tophane Çeşmesi', 230-231; and so does the chronicle of Subhi refer to "Elhâc Ahmed Ağa": Aydıner, Subhî 
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acquainted with the construction of water supply lines and fountains. His mosque complex 
was equipped with fountains that visibly derived from the royal decorative  program, and the 
town of Kasımpaşa was enriched with two fountains when he held the office of overseer of 
the naval arsenal (tersāne emini). The first was constructed in the middle of present-day 
Kızılay square in 1727/28 (1140 AH), and featured an imposing meydān çeşmesi with two 
façades on opposite sides of which at least one was adorned with a calligraphic panel.124 The 
second fountain was founded next to the sixteenth-century Yeldeğirmeni Mescidi behind the 
present Naval Hospital in the year 1729/30 (1142 AH), and is a smaller and more modest 
example with a single façade.125 The water channel superintendant has been identified in the 
chronicle of Fındıklılı Şemʿdanizade Süleyman who attributes the implementation of the 
Taksim water network to a certain Hacı Mustafa, who had been appointed under Ahmed 
III.126 Although the inauguration ceremony of the Taksim water network in 1732 mentions the 
chief architects (ser-miʿmārān-ı ḫāṣṣa) among the persons who are dressed in a robe of honor, 
their role must have been restricted to the supervision of on-site construction works.127  
Near the end of September 1730, the Patrona Revolt brought an abrupt ending to the 
building activities, and closed the first phase of the project's implementation, which had lasted 
for approximately three months. Unfortunately, we do not know anything about the pace with 
which such infrastructural projects were realized. Nor is it very clear on exactly which date 
Mahmud I considered his capital stable and quiet enough to restart the construction activities. 
The March 1731 uprising succeeded the clamor of the Patrona Revolt, and was violently 
suppressed by Kabakulak İbrahim and state authorities. After that, the capital found itself in a 
protracted state of emergency that must have prolonged during the punishment expedition 
under command of Topal ʿOsman. By the time the latter acceded to the grand vizierate in 
October 1731 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1144 AH), the implementation of strict measures to control 
migration and travel into the city must have sorted out effect, and cleared the way for a 
renewal of public construction works. Topal ʿOsman did not really fit in the trust network of 
the sultan because of mutual distrust and disagreement with the latter's favorites, whereas the 
implementation of water networks targeted exactly the consolidation of a stable and 
Tarihi, 169; Şemʿdanizade Süleyman however refers to a certain "Soğancı-başı Ağa" as building overseer: 
Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman Efendi Târihi, 31. 
124 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 89-90; Özdeniz, İstanbul’daki Kaptan-ı Deryâ Çeşmeleri ve Sebilleri, 144-163. 
125 The Yeldeğirmeni mosque was also known as the ʿAbdülkerim Efendi Mescidi: Crane, The Garden of the 
Mosques, 343.   
126 Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman Efendi Târihi, 30-31.  
127 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 169. 
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harmonious trust network. Therefore, it is highly plausible that Mahmud I wished to wait for 
an opportunity to whip his grand vizier first. 
 For some reason, the information that is crucial to our understanding of the 
construction process was omitted from the chronicle of Subhi, but Mesut Aydıner has 
fortunately included the lost writings of Sami Mustafa in his transcription and text edition of 
the "Ṣubḥî Tārīḫi".128 We can deduce from the related entries that the second phase of the 
construction process must have started somewhere before April 1732 (Safer 1144 AH). ʿİzzet 
ʿAli Paşa had been inaugurated as deputy grand vizier after the dismissal of Topal ʿOsman on 
13 March 1732 (15 Ramazan 1144 AH), and was temporarily endowed with the (nearly) full 
capacities of a grand vizier.129 The state of emergency had indeed been lifted because on 21 
April 1732 (25 Şevval 1144 AH) for the first time since the Patrona Revolt, Mahmud I 
reinvigorated the tradition of royal retreat (göç-ü hümāyūn) and publicly manifested himself 
to the population while being escorted to the garden estate of Saʿdābād. The procession was a 
symbolical break with the vigilance that was observed in the summer months of the previous 
year. Next to that, the retreat occurred exactly two years after Ahmed III had moved to the 
same palace grounds, and was invited by Damad İbrahim to inaugurate the construction site in 
Bahçeköy. Immediately after his arrival at Saʿdābād, Mahmud I went off to visit the new 
water distribution building (maḳsem) in the area of Beyoğlu, in present-day Taksim square. 
The sultan was accompanied by ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa and his retinue, who must have organized the 
ceremony, and was joined by prominent representatives from the government: chief secretary 
İsmaʿil Efendi, two memorandum officers (tezkireci) ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi and Yusuf 
Halil Efendi, and the representative of the sergeant-at-arms Müteferrikabaşı İbrahim Ağa. 
When they had arrived at the distribution building, jugs and jars were put in the water 
distributor to catch water and show the sultan that the water system was working. Afterwards, 
they sat down to repose for a while.130  
128 In addition, the passages that refer to the marriage of Alayeli ʿEbubekir to ʿAyşe Sultan, his appointment to 
grand admiral, the exile of Murabıt Hüseyin, and a few other entries dealing with office permutations were for 
some reason (deliberately?) selected for omission from the chronicle of Subhi: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 155-160. 
129 Ibid, 148-150. 
130 "Teşrîf-i pâdişâh-ı âlempenâh be-Saʿdâbâd ve reften-i kâimmakām paşa be-maksem-i Beyoğlu: Mâh-ı 
şevvâlüʾl-mükerremin yirmi beşinci günü şevketlü pâdişâh-ı âlem-penâh eyyedallâhü ve kuvvâh hazretleri devlet 
ü saʿâdet ile Saʿdâbâdʾa teşrîf-i şeref-bahşâ-yı kudûm olup, saʿâdetlü Kāimmakâm-ı sadâret-i uzmâ ve hâlâ 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel olan İzzet Ali Paşa hazretleri dahi bilcümle etbâʿ ve reîsülküttâb ve tezkireci efendiler ve 
çabuşbaşı vekîli Müteferrikabaşı İbrâhim Ağa maʿiyyetlerinde Tophâneʾye gelecek mücedded mâʾ-ı lezîzin 
Beyoğluʾnda binâ olunan maksemin ve sâir kemer-ü terâzûların gsörmek içün biniş tarîkıyla mahall-i merkûma 
varılup, güğümlere ve destilere numûne olmak üzere ṣu konulup şevketlü pâdişâh-ı Cem-cism hazretlerine 
getürdüklerinden sonra, mahall-i merkûmda bir mikdâr celse-i istirâhat baʿdehû makarr-ı saʿâdetlerine teşrîf-i 
azîmet buyuruldu": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 155.  
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 The second (formerly) lost passage from the writings of Sami Mustafa refers to the 
"royal property deed" ("mülknāme-i hümāyūn") of the Tophane fountain and the water 
distributor in Beyoğlu.131 Although the entry is situated somewhere after the account of 
Mahmud I's visit to the water distributor in present-day Taksim, the document must have been 
written around the same time in April 1732 (Şevval 1144 AH). Sami Mustafa seems to have 
given an explicatory note on the properties of the document that laid down the financial 
ramifications for the repair works, the material expenditures, and the labor wages that were 
necessary "after the damage that had been done in the ravaging revolt" ("baʿde hīn-i mineʾ l-
ahyān"). This strongly suggests that within the three months preceding the Patrona Revolt, a 
substantial portion of the water network had indeed been completed, and that moreover, the 
construction activities prioritized the construction of a new, royal fountain in Tophane. This 
implies that the havoc of the Patrona Revolt and the March 1731 uprising had caused 
considerable damage to the network of water pipe lines. What is more, is that the Tophane 
fountain of Ahmed III was most probably partially completed, and as such had become a 
symbol of the sultan's suspended reign and the fall of Damad İbrahim. Sami Mustafa records 
that an investigation was conducted with respect to the necessary measures for the repair, and 
proper operation of the water pipe lines. He concludes that the expenses were to be drawn 
from the "charity" (nefs) of Mihaliç, which had been granted to the queen mother as private 
property (ḫāṣṣ), together with the surrounding villages, gardens, and land. After that, he gives 
an extensive summary of all taxable assets. Sami Mustafa closes the paragraph by stating that 
the property deed was sealed by the chancellor, and ratified by the grand mufti, the chief 
finance officer and deputy grand vizier, the chancellor, the chief judge of Rumelia, the chief 
of the prophet's descendants (nāḳībü ʾl -eşrāf), and the chief judge of Anatolia.132 Zarif Ongun 
confirms the existence of this specific property deed, which he has found in the archives of 
131 "Mülknâme-i hümâyûn be-çeşme-i Tophâne ve maksem-i be-Beyoğlu: Ânifen mecrâ-yı kalem-i mevzûn-ı 
rakamdan reşehât-medâr-ı evsâf-ı sâfiyesi ravzât-ı safahât-ı şerh ü beyânda cereyân iden âb-i latîf-i zindegî-
bahş-ı revânın baʿde hîn-i mineʾl-ahyân taʿmirât mukteziyât ve masârif-i mühimmât ve revâtib-i hidemâtına vakf 
u temlîk buyurulan kasaba-i âtiyetüʾz-zikr icmâl-i sûret-i Mülknâme-i hümâyûnudur. Pes ez-tafsîl-i unvân 
mukaddemâ bu vech-i vecîh ve bu siyâk-ı tenbîh üzre takrîr ü beyân olunur ki, fî-mâbaʿd mârruʾz-zikr su 
yollarının taʿmîr ü termîm ve hudemâsının lâzım gelen vazîfeleri içün alâ-muktazî âdetiʾl-câriye be-herhâl bir 
îrâd tedârük ve vakf u taʿyîn olunması lâzım u lâ-büd olup, mukkadem ifrâz ü tertîbi muktazî olmağın, sultân-ı 
müşâruʾn-ileyhâ hazretlerinin havâssından nefs-i Mihaliç ve tevâbiʿi kurâ ve mezâriʿ ve arazî ve çiftlikler ve sair 
[...]": ibid, 156. 
132 "[...] hatt-ı hümâyûn-ı şevket-makrûn ile muʿanven mülknâme-i hümâyûn-ı meymenet-makrûn tahrîr ü iʿtâ ve 
Defterhâne-i âmire-i hakānîde hâss-ı mezbûrun mahalleri tevkîʿî kalemiyle tashîh ve bekā buyuruldukdan sonra 
zeyl-i rifʿfat-neyline şeyhülislâm-ı sellemehüʾs-selâm efendi ve bilfiʿl Defterdâr-ı şıkk-ı evvel ve Kāimmakā-ı 
sadâret-i uzmâ olan İzzet Ali Paşa ve Vezîr-i mükerrem Nuʿmân Paşazâde Tevkîʿî Ahmed Paşa ve Sadr-ı Rûm Ak 
Mahmûdzâde Seyyid Mehmed Zeynelâbidîn Efendi ve Nākîbüleşrâf fâzıl-ı züʾl-etrâf Mahmûd Efendi ve Anadolu 
Kādıaskeri Vardarî Şeyhzâde Mehemmed Efendi hazerâtı imzâlarıyla keşîde-i tenmīk ve bi-aynihî bu mahallef 
tesvîd ü tatbîk kılındı.": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 156-157.  
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the Topkapı Museum, and offers an analysis of the content that converges with the writings of 
Sami Mustafa.133 
 The timing of Mahmud I's excursion to the water distributor and the ratification of the 
property deed is meaningful, because the events occurred immediately after the dismissal of 
Topal ʿOsman and constituted the first political achievement of ʿİzzet ʿAli during his short 
tenure as deputy grand vizier. The inclusion of ʿİzzet ʿAli in the administrative and 
ceremonial framework of the construction activities also confirms his prominent role in the 
trust network of Mahmud I. Presumably, the fountain which ʿİzzet ʿAli was permitted to build 
in Kasımpaşa was either already partially completed at the time of the sultan's visit, or was 
completed within the two months that followed (Zi ʾl-kade and Zi ʾl-hicce) since the structure 
is dated 1144 AH. ʿİzzet ʿAli's role in the allocation of the queen mother's privy purse, 
together with the fact that he invited the sultan for an inspection of the construction works, 
and his patronage of a fountain all are indicative of his close cooperation with the sultan and 
queen mother. Therefore, ʿİzzet ʿAli must have thanked his survival in the finance bureau to 
the favoritism of both the sultan and the queen mother. The fact that Saliha Valide Sultan 
sponsored the repair and continuation of the Taksim water network is moreover consistent 
with the original plan of Ahmed III who wished to dedicate the project to his deceased 
mother, thus adding a dynastic component to the construction activities. A small number of 
fountains under the patronage of imperial clients was completed in the Islamic year 1144 AH, 
and the meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan in Azapkapı that was finished in the new 
Islamic year 1145 AH would crown the project. Since there is no reference to the repair of an 
earlier fountain in this neighborhood, we can presume that the plan of Ahmed III to construct 
a royal fountain in this location was never executed.  
 My reconstruction of the network of pipe lines during the second phase of the 
construction process starting in April 1732 has been based on a reductive analysis of the final, 
nineteenth-century composition of the Taksim water network. The final composition is 
subdivided into four distinct water mains that spring forth from the water distributor in 
Taksim, and a fifth main separating from the supply line before arriving in Taksim. While two 
mains were part of later expansions during the reign of ʿAbdülhamid I and Mahmud II to 
provision Kasımpaşa and the north of Beyoğlu respectively, the initial composition of the 
water network consisted of three mains. One main ran beneath present-day İstiklal Caddesi 
and provisioned Galata and the north of Kasımpaşa, and the second main was split up into two 
133 Ongun, 'Tophane çeşmesi', 230.  
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separate pipe lines that ran parallel along the Sıraselviler Caddesi and the Kazğancı Yokuşu to 
bring water to Tophane and Fındıklı. In addition, the third main separated from the supply line 
before reaching Taksim and ran beneath present-day Miralay Şefikbey Sokağı in the direction 
of Kabataş.134 It is highly plausible that the network replaced most of the sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century water mains, since the location of the Taksim fountains seems to elongate 
and expand the already existing pattern of water pipe lines and fountains.135 The first series of 
fountains was constructed immediately after the completion of the water distributor between 
April and June 1732 (Şevval - Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH). They reveal that the Sıraselviler main 
provisioning the Tophane fountain of Ahmed III, the İstiklal main leading up to the center of 
Kasımpaşa, and the Kabataş main were the first components of the water network to be fully 
restored and completed. The fountains are depicted in Fig. B.1 (Appendix B), and were 
brought about with the sponsorship of steward of the government gate Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
(1), İzzet ʿAli Paşa (2), commander of the armorers ʿAbdullah Ağa (3), palace treasurer 
ʿÖmer Ağa (4), and commander of the artillerymen İsmaʾil Ağa (5).136  
 Shortly afterwards and starting in the new Islamic year 1145 AH, the restoration and 
completion of the pipe lines that were an extension of the İstiklal main, and led to the inner 
wall settlement of Galata, and the main beneath Kazğancı Yokuşu were scheduled. If we 
assume that the construction of this series of fountains was initiated around the same time as 
the fountains that were completed in 1144 AH, they must have been finished during the first 
month of the new Islamic year approximately June/July 1732 (Muharrem 1145 AH). The 
fountains are depicted in Fig. B.2 (Appendix B) and among this group of fountains the 
meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan (6) was the most prominent piece of architecture. 
Two royal women were permitted to endow a fountain in Galata in order to enhance the 
dynastic character: Mihrişah Kadın (7), who was the concubine of Ahmed III and mother of 
three (!) princes (Süleyman, Mustafa, and Seyfüddin), and Verdinaz Kadin (8), the concubine 
of Mahmud I. Next to that, the district of Galata was enriched with the fountain and upper-
story sıbyan mektebi of chief secretary İsmaʿil Efendi (9). Chief agha (başağa) ʿAli Ağa (10) 
was permitted to patronize the construction of a fountain next to Galata Palace, and building 
134 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 83-140; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 48-51.  
135 Since official regulations that were guaranteed by the local judge stipulated that the terrain above water   
conduits must be kept clear at a minimum of seven arşın, I assumed that long and wide arteries within the street 
pattern exposed the itineraries which the pipe lines followed.  
136 While the inscription of Yeğen Mehmed Ağa's fountain explicitly records 1145 AH as the construction date, 
my calculation of the chronogram's last hemistich establishes 1144 AH as the construction date. The disparity 
can be explained as either the result of a bad recent renovation (which is not unlikely), or a considerable time 
lapse between the composition of the poem and the actual inscription. 
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overseer and customs commissioner (gümrük emini) Hacı Ahmed (11) and assistant of the 
grand vizier Gül Ahmed (12) built two fountains that extended the Sıraselviler main toward 
Tophane.137  
 The Kasımpaşa main ventured into territory that was previously untouched by water 
infrastructure, and precipitated the establishment of a considerable number of fountains. The 
janissary commander Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa (13), who had recently been promoted to the rank of 
vizier, built a meydān çeşmesi on the hill overlooking the Golden Horn and the scattered 
neighborhoods of Kasımpaşa. Şeyhzade Mehmed (14), the chief judge of Anatolia, built a 
fountain on a slope below the latter, and the assistant of the grand mufti (15) was presumably 
granted the favor of his superior to patronize the construction of a fountain in his place. 
Furthermore, another concubine of Mahmud I, Vuslat Kadın (16), first lieutenant ʿAbdülbaki 
Ağa (17), grand admiral Murabıt Hüseyin (18), and weapons-bearer Yaʿkub Ağa (19) built 
fountains down the slopes and further into Kasımpaşa proper. The fountain of chancellor 
Köprülü Ahmed Paşa (20) was built in the vicinity of the water distributor and dominated the 
hill that oversaw the lower settlement of Fındıklı. The Kazğancı Yokuşu main first reached 
his fountain and after that continued further downhill to provision the fountains of chief black 
eunuch Beşir Ağa (21), chief accountant of poll taxes Saʿdullah Efendi (22), and chief judge 
of Rumelia Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed (23). 
 The network of fountain patrons reveals that officials from the top tier of the court, 
government, judiciary and military establishment were granted the favor of participating in 
the Taksim project under the explicit patronage of Saliha Valide Sultan. The queen mother 
visually dominated the network with a meydān çeşmesi that was located in the midst of 
Azapkapı, and in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Sokullu Mehmed Paşa Mosque. 
Moreover, she had decided to expand her overall predominant contribution to the water 
network with the construction of a vocational school (mekteb), that was presumably built 
simultaneously with her fountain and was situated right next to it. Although representative 
137 The extent to which the fountain under patronage of Kadı Halil Ağa constituted part of the construction 
program that was envisioned for the Taksim project remains speculative. The plastic transcription panel that was 
recently added after the restoration of the fountain records the initial construction date as early as 1142 AH, 
while the calculation of the final hemistich on the original marble panel offers 1143 AH. In addition, the 
chronogram proper hails the fountain patron as the commander of the standard (mīr-i ʿalem) which office Kadı 
Halil according to Süreyya Bey did not occupy in the year 1143 AH. We could draw the conclusion that in any 
case the construction must have preceded the construction activities under Ahmed III, if not a "lost" entry from 
the writings of Sami Mustafa referred to his promotion to commander of the standard in Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH. 
The promotion occurred right after the return of Hekimoğlu ʿAli and could have nominated Kadı Halil for 
participation in the project in the same year. In addition, Süreyya Bey claims that his fountain on the Humbaracı 
yokuşu was constructed in 1144 AH. The contradicting nature of the accounts has necessitated me to preclude 
the fountain from the construction program, and in doing so I rely on the calculation of the chronogram: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi,160; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 570.  
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officials from the financial administration are absent from the abovementioned summary, this 
does not imply that they were excluded from royal favor. On the contrary, the arrival of the 
new grand vizier offered most of them an opportunity to benefit from the Taksim project to 
the fullest. Already during the construction activities of the second phase, Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
took a firm hold of the government over which Mahmud I had ordered him to bear 
responsibility. Such as highlighted above, the first act of his tenure was to symbolically claim 
the water distributor through the organization of a war ceremony celebrating his triumph over 
the Safavids in Tabriz. Next to that, Hekimoğlu ʿAli must have received permission from the 
sultan and queen mother to initiate the third building phase of the Taksim project that must 
have started nearly simultaneous to the second phase in May 1732, and finished sometime 
between July and September 1732 (Safer - Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1145 AH).  
 The third phase comprised the fountains that were built under the patronage of the 
grand vizier himself and a number of his favorites. After all, the chain of promotions in the 
finance bureau had enabled several dignitaries to inscribe their newly attained social status in 
the architecture and decorative program of the fountains they patronized. The promotion of 
ʿİzzet ʿAli to governor-general of Anatolia in the end of May paved the way for Üçanbarlı 
Mehmed (24) to become chief finance officer, and accordingly upgrade the architecture of his 
fountain to at least match the proportions of his predecessor. His successor in the office of 
register commissioner Firdevsi ʿEbubekir (25) presumably saw a similar opportunity to have 
the architecture of his fountain conform to the higher status of his occupation. But the 
fountain of Kıblelizade Mehmed (26), who succeeded the former in the office of head keeper 
of the daily account book, does not seem to have been adapted to a position of higher social 
status despite the promotion of its patron. The imprisonment of Saʿdullah Efendi sometime in 
Muharrem 1145 AH testifies to the fact that his fountain was already completed in the second 
phase, but the extent to which his successor Hacı Mehmed (27) managed to adapt his fountain 
to the newly gained status would seem speculative since the latter died during the same 
month. 
 The newcomer office-holders, who were granted the royal favor and were incorporated 
in the Taksim project, primarily owed their promotion to the permutations in the financial 
administration and the political skill of Hekimoğlu ʿAli. The promotion of Hacı Mehmed to 
chief accountant of poll taxes allowed his successor and former assistant Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
(28) to sponsor the construction of a fountain near the naval arsenal which fell within his 
jurisdiction. In a similar vein, the position of chief accountant, which was vacated after the 
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promotion of Kıblelizade Mehmed, became available to Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi, who 
despite his career during the grand vizierate of Damad İbrahim did not fulfill any position of 
importance up until the return of Hekimoğlu ʿAli.138 Notwithstanding the fact that Bozoğlan 
İbrahim was incorporated into the project, for some reason he was not permitted (or did not 
wish) to build a fountain within the immediate reach of the water distributor. His fountain was 
constructed next to the sixteenth-century ʿAlipertek or Hamam Mescidi in Rumeli Hisarı, and 
the studies of Yüngül and Çeçen do indicate the existence of a water main to this place 
originating in Bahçeköy.139 Because the building falls far beyond the reach of my research, I 
have decided not to include it in my further analysis.140 Ahmed Efendi also thanked his 
promotion in the office of second keeper of the daily account (ruznamçe-i sānī) book to the 
favor of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, but did not build a fountain during the implementation of the 
Taksim project. Although nothing is left of the original structure, the nineteenth-century 
renovation panel reveals that his fountain was constructed as late as 1146 AH. This would 
suggest that the imperial family exercised a deliberate strategy in the selection of specific 
grandees, and for some reason Ahmed Efendi was deemed unfit for his immediate 
participation. Hekimoğlu ʿAli (29) himself commissioned the construction of a meydān 
çeşmesi that matched his new status as grand vizier and was positioned most prominently 
upon a hill facing the Bosphorus in Kabataş. In a similar fashion, his assistant and son-in-law 
Yahya Ağa (30), who was introduced to the project, chose a location for his meydān çeşmesi 
that nearly equaled the ostentation of his father-in-law, and was situated just outside the land 
walls of Galata along the coastline of the Golden Horn.  
The completion of all abovementioned fountains was celebrated in the inauguration 
ceremony of 28 September 1732 (8 Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1145 AH) that was organized by the grand 
vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli, but in which Mahmud I and Saliha Valide Sultan as the patriarch and 
matriarch respectively of the Ottoman dynasty occupied the center stage. The event is 
recorded in the chronicle of Subhi, and is primarily based on the writings of Şakir Hüseyin, 
although the latter could have employed notes of Sami Mustafa. The chronicle states that the 
grand vizier had invited the sultan and all other dignitaries to marvel at the new water 
distribution system in present-day Taksim. The water distributor had become part of a 
138 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 753.  
139 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 158-160; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 43. 
140 Tanışık has given the transcription of the calligraphic panel adorning the fountain "Didim atşāna ʿİzzi resm-i 
ʿOsmāniyle tārīḫin // İç İbrāhim Efendi çeşmesinden māʾ [sana] zemzem" for which the date 1145 AH has been 
calculated. Necdet Ertuğ cites the same transcription, although he identifies the poet with a certain Ḫayrī in the 
first hemistich. The fountain itself does still exist, but is not operative anymore: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri II, 
Cilt 2, 68; Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeler Külliyatı, Cilt 2, 174.    
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theatrical setting that was oriented toward a "superior mihrab" ("miḥrāb-ı ser-efrāḫte") of 
"polished and mirror-like marble" ("ruḫām-ı saykal- dāde-i ʿayīne-fām ile perdāḫte") that 
"forced one to open the ears to a prayer of beauty" ("şāhid-i zībende-likā-yı duʿāya āgūş-
güşā"). Situated in line with the mihrab, which was oriented toward the east, was a plateau 
that covered the grass ("çemen-i soffa") and would serve as a space for prayer ("namāzgāh 
nāmıyla"). The improvised open-air place of worship was no novelty in Ottoman culture, and 
was often situated in the vicinity of countryside fountains to enable travelers and passers-by to 
perform their daily prayer. However, the size of the namazgah in Taksim and the number of 
people it seems to have facilitated must have been rather unusual. In the vicinity, "a reservoir 
of exalted delight" ("ḫavż-ı tesnīmiyyü ʾs-safā") was present that lay dry and was in 
expectation of water to come from the water system in Bahçeköy. This reservoir must be a 
reference to the water distribution building that, deriving from the way in which the narrative 
of Şakir unfolds, seems to have served as a deus ex machina. "The imam of all Muslims" 
(imāmü ʾl-müslimīn), Mahmud I led the prayer and after he had asked for the longevity and 
eternity of the Ottoman state, water miraculously started running in the distributor. This 
means that the fountain, which is inserted in the water distribution building and was built by 
Mahmud I (31), could have been built with the purpose of catching the fresh water. The water 
would be put on display to the public, and demonstrate that through the mediation of the 
sultan their prayers had been answered. Perhaps for this reason, the fountain façade is 
positioned on the one side of the octagonal building that orients toward the south-east. 
Meanwhile, a large procession ("ālāy-ı vālā") escorting Saliha Valide Sultan from Beşiktaş 
Palace had gradually proceeded up the hill to the place where the ceremony was held. By the 
time the fountain started spurting current water, she made her appearance "like the sun 
envelops around Aquarius" ("āfitāb-i evc-i ḫilāfet burc-ı āba taḥvil") to claim her charitable 
work.141  
The chronicle of Subhi illustrates the fact that the Taksim project was successfully 
framed as "the offer of the threshold which is the benign harbor of the sultan Cem-alike" 
("ʿarż-ı dergāh-ı reʾfet-penāh-ı pādişāh-ı Cem-cāh"), thus emphasizing that the water network 
was in essence a court effort.142 Moreover, the inauguration ceremony contributed to the 
image that the actual sponsors and supervisors of the project were an exclusive circle of select 
individuals who were granted the honor of executing charitable works of royal proportions. 
Toward the end of the ceremony, Mahmud I paid them tribute for his gratitude, and showered 
141 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 166-167. 
142 Ibid, 166.  
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key figures with gifts and robes of honor. Hekimoğlu ʿAli received a cloth of sable fur ("sevb-
i semmūr"), and the queen mother a yellow dyed fur of superior quality ("kezālik bir ferve-i 
mūrisü ʾs-sürūr"). Thereafter, the spotlights were turned on the building overseer Hacı Ahmed 
who had been responsible for the execution of the project, and had carefully administered the 
royal expenditures amounting to a total of 1,463 aḳçe.143 Because the sultan was pleased with 
his service, Hacı Ahmed was dressed in a robe of honor ("ḫilʿat-ı fāḫire") together with the 
anonymous chief royal architect, the water channel superintendent, and the other sergeants 
(bölükbaşı) and assistants (ketḫüdā), and they were loaded with an abundance of presents 
("ʿatiyye-i vāfire").144 Subhi's narratives includes a summary of several prominent grandees 
who participated in the project, and mentions the neighborhoods they endowed with their 
charity in the following order: 
 
Tophane-i Amire    ?  
Azapkapı    Vâlide Sultân 
Çizmeciler tekkesi, Fındıklı  vezîr-i aʿzam [...] ʿAli Paşa 
Emir İmam mahallesi, Fındıklı  ağâ-yı dârüssaʿâdetiʾş-şerîfe Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Seylkapısı, Kasımpaşa   Defterdar ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa 
Kazgani mahalllesi   Tevkîʿî Ahmed Paşa 
Tepebaşı    Yeniçeri Ağası [...] İsmâil Paşa 
Karanlık mescid, Kasımpaşa  Sadr-ı Anadolu Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi 
Yahya Kethüda mahallesi, Kasımpaşa Silâhdâr-ı şehriyârî Yaʿkūb Ağa 
Kürkcü kapısı    Mîrâhûr-ı evvel-i Sultânî ve Dâmâd-ı sadr-ı aʿzam Yahya Ağa 
Tomtom mahallesi, Tophane  Vâlide Sultân [...] kethüdâ [...] Osman Efendi 
Ağa mahallesi, Beyoğlu   Kethüdâ-yı sadr-ı aʿzam Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Kurşunlumahzen    Reîsülküttâb İsmâil Efendi 
Kulekapısı, Galata   Defterdâr Mehmed Efendi 
 
After that, the summary is round up by saying that various other grandees of apparently minor 
status were made participant in the project, and that the total number of fountains surpassed 
forty ("kırk çeşmeden mütecâviz").145 The resulting list converges with the officials that are 
listed in the chronicle of Fındıklılı Süleyman, although his summary largely refers to 
anonymous persons by virtue of office, and mixes up the order of appearance. In any case, his 
list of grandees must have been copied from the chronicle of Subhi: "Sultan Mahmud Han, 
143 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi,169; Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman Efendi Târihi, 31.  
144 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 169. 
145 Ibid, 167-169. 
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Valide Sultan, sadr-ı aʿzam, kızlar ağası, Köprülü Ahmed, yeniçeri ağası, defterdar ʿAli Paşa, 
Sadr-ı Anadolu [?] Efendi, Silahdar Yaʿkub Ağa, Vezir kethüdası Yahya Ağa, Valide 
kethüdası, Gül Ahmed Ağa, Reʾis İsmaʿil Efendi, defterdar Mehmed Efendi".146  
 An interesting anomaly appears when comparing the list of Subhi with our list of 
actual fountain patrons. A certain "ʿOsman Efendi" is mentioned as steward of the queen 
mother, who despite the invocation of "efendi" must have been a eunuch of the imperial 
palace; hence "ağa". His name is referred to in connection to this office in the chronicle of 
Subhi. The latter registers his promotion from accountant of the vakıfs in Mecca and Medina 
(ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi) to steward of the queen mother in October 1730 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1143 
AH). This ʿOsman Ağa was replaced by the secretary of the chief black eunuch Halil Ağa.147 
Afterwards ʿOsman Ağa turns invisible, and the chronicle restricts itself to recording the 
promotion of the former secretary of the chief black eunuch (dārü ʾs-sāde yazıcısı) İbrahim 
Ağa to accountant of the vakıfs on 7 March 1732 (10 Ramazan 1144 AH).148 A close reading 
of the chronogram that is inscribed on the fountain of the queen mother's steward, in the 
vicinity of the Tomtom neighborhood (next to Galata Palace), we learn that the fountain was 
realized as a result of the queen mother's favor bestowed upon her steward, ʿAli Ağa (not 
ʿOsman Ağa).149 Furthermore, a reading of the chronogram learns us that this ʿAli Ağa was 
recently promoted chief agha (başağası), thus revealing a career line that shows a movement 
of upward mobility from steward of the queen mother to chief agha.150 The chronicle of Subhi 
most probably got the name of this specific eunuch wrong, which is not very remarkable since 
the inner workings of the imperial harem were concealed from the view of all non-dynasty 
related, white men.  
Black eunuchs guarded the female harem precincts, and executed administrative 
functions under supervision of the chief black eunuch, Beşir Ağa. The palace treasurer 
(ḫazinedārbaşı) was the most influential eunuch that came second after the latter, although his 
work-related activities principally evolved around the imperial treasury of the male harem in 
the Third Courtyard. We know that a certain ʿÖmer Ağa was permitted to participate in the 
Taksim project by virtue of this rank. However, Mehmed Süreyya claims that Moralı Beşir 
146 Aktepe, Şem'dânî-zâde Fındıklılı Süleyman Efendi Târihi, 31. 
147 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 50. 
148 A certain Mehterzade ʿAli was assigned to replace İbrahim Ağa in the office of secretary: ibid, 148.  
149 Mehmed Süreyya claims that this ʿOsman Ağa had been in the office of haremeyn muhasebecisi since 
October/November 1728 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1141 AH); either ʿOsman Ağa died between November 1728 and 
September 1730 to be replaced by ʿAli Ağa, or his name had been mistaken from the very beginning: Süreyya 
Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1289.    
150 "Ketḫüdā-yı vālide sulṭān-iken // Sābıḳen ḫayr ehliniñ bir emrisi": for entire chronogram, read entry number 
10 '(Kethüda) ʿAli Ağa çeşmesi' in chapter 2. 
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Ağa held this office from the Islamic year 1144 AH onward, thus shortly after or even 
simultaneous to the completion of ʿÖmer Ağa’s fountain. Unfortunately, the latter is 
untraceable from the registers of Mehmed Süreyya, and his building patronage is the only 
vestige preventing his memory to virtually disappear from history.151 The promotion of 
Moralı Beşir Ağa then must have been precipitated by the death (or exile) of ʿÖmer Ağa. The 
chief agha came third in the black eunuch hierarchy, and assisted the queen mother (or chief 
black eunuch in her absence) in the administration and supervision of the female harem. The 
personal steward of the queen mother (vālide ketḫüdāsı) seems to have primarily operated as 
the treasurer of the harem, and should not be confused with the palace treasurer mentioned 
above. The promotion of ʿAli Ağa from ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi to vālide ketḫüdāsı to 
başağası shortly before the implementation of the Taksim project, combined with the 
promotion of İbrahim Ağa to ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi in March 1732 strongly suggests that 
the permutations in the offices of the black eunuchs were triggered by the death (or exile) of 
ʿÖmer Ağa. But we do not know whether the chief agha was considered a candidate for 
promotion to palace treasurer, and we might deal with two separate career lines here. Thus, 
while Moralı Beşir Ağa was promoted from gentlemen-in-waiting (muṣāḥib) to palace 
treasurer, an anonymous chief agha might have come to pass allowing for ʿAli Ağa to take 
over his position. The eunuch in the office of ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi, Halil Ağa would have 
become steward of the queen mother, while İbrahim Ağa replaced the latter.152  
 Another striking feature in the abovementioned list of fountain donors is the absence 
of any reference to the royal women, who nevertheless fulfilled a key role in the realization of 
the project. Neither Subhi nor Fındıklılı Süleyman make any mention of the women apart 
from references to the queen mother, who has only been referred to by virtue of her office and 
deliberately not by her first name. The chronogram which Vehbi composed for the fountain of 
Verdinaz Kadın remarks that "the ladies of the honorable harem were indispensible to [the 
endowment of] the exalted monuments".153 The line implicates that all concubines of the new 
sultan were involved in the Taksim project, but the only two fountains remaining belong to 
Verdinaz and Vuslat Kadın. Mahmud I is known to have had at least six concubines: ʿAyşe 
(d. 1746) was his eldest and most favorite concubine (başkadın), and ʿAlicenab Kadın (d. 
151 Süreyya Bey, Sicilll-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 377.  
152 Ali Akyıldız, 'Vâlide Sultan' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 42 (İstanbul: 2012), 495-496; 
Ülkü Altındağ, 'Dârüssaâde' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 9 (İstanbul: 1994), 1-3; Süreyya 
Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 371; İsmail Hakkı Uzunçarşılı, Osmanlı Devletinin Saray Teşkilâtı (Ankara: Türk 
Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1945), 172-178. 
153 "Ḳādınāt-ı ḥarīm-i muḥteremī // İḳtiżaʾen li-esrihi ʾl-esnā": for entire chronogram, read entry number 8 
'Verdinaz Kadın' in chapter 2. 
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1775) came second. The further unknown Vuslat Kadın must have been his third concubine, 
and was followed by his fourth, Hatem Kadın (d. 1769). Finally, Verdinaz Kadın (d. 1804) 
came fifth, and Hadice Rami Kadın (d. 1780) was his sixth and last concubine.154 Since there 
is no obvious reason to include the third and fifth concubines of the sultan exclusively, I 
strongly suggest that all six sponsored the construction of a fountain, which unfortunately has 
not survived until this day. Slightly more confusing is the fact that Mihrişah Kadın did not at 
all belong to the household of Mahmud I, and was nevertheless permitted to endow a fountain 
expressing her assocation with the new sultan. She had given birth to the children of the 
deposed Ahmed III, the princes Süleyman (age 22), Mustafa (age 15), and Seyfüddin (age 5), 
which probably predetermined the decision to incorporate her wealth and person in the project 
to strengthen the dynastic character. What is more, in the chronogram which Vehbi composed 
for her fountain, she is explicitly ranged among the women of the imperial harem, which 
raises the question as to what extent the mothers of prince Mehmed (age 16), Bayezid (age 
14), Nuʿman (age 19), and ʿAbdülhamid (age 7) were included.155 Or was Mihrişah Kadın 
allowed to participate in the project simply because she protected the second heir (Süleyman) 
in the line of succession to the Ottoman throne. Accordingly, she counterbalanced the 
ambitions and possible threat of Şehsuvar Kadın, who was the mother of the heir apparent 
ʿOsman (age 33), and did not sponsor the construction of a fountain.156  
 The most remarkable entry in the list is the reference of Subhi to the fountain in 
Tophane that, in contrast to all other mentioned structures, is not ascribed to a specific patron, 
and is simply referred to as "the fountain commissioned near the imperial armory to 
extinguish any fire" (ṭopḫāne-i āmire'de ibdāʿ-vu istisnāʿ buyurdukları çeşme-sār-ı vefīrü ʾl-
inṭıfā).157 There is no explicit reference to Mahmud I as the patron of the meydān çeşmesi in 
Tophane, and Fındıklılı Süleyman is the first to connect the fountain to the sultan. Moreover, 
the reference in the chronicle of Subhi emphasizes that especially this fountain was intended 
to regenerate the neighborhood after fire, which connects the Taksim project to the earlier 
mentioned conflagrations during the reign of Ahmed III. But the passage does not mention 
154 Kurtaran, Bir zamanlar Osmanlı, 22-23; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 125-129 
155 "Himmetiyle meslek-i āsārına sālik olub // Ṣāḥibātü ʾl-ḫayr bānūyān-ı ʿiṣmet destgāh": for entire chronogram, 
read entry number 7 'Mihrişah Kadın' in chapter 2.  
156 Ahmed III had secured the survival of the dynasty with the generation of a considerable male offspring. 
Mihrişah Kadın gave birth to his first son Süleyman (1710-1733), Mustafa (1717-1774), and Seyfüddin (1727-
1733); Mehmed (1716-1756) was born to an unknown mother; a certain Esma Kadın seems to have given birth 
to Bayezid (1718-?); a certain Musli Kadın was the mother of Nuʿman (1723-1764); and Rabiʿa Şermi Kadın 
gave birth to ʿAbdülhamid (1725-1789): Atıl, Levni and the Surname, 41-53; Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed 
Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 212-216; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 125-129.   
157 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 167. 
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that the entire square in which the meydān çeşmesi was eventually erected, was subjected to 
urban renewal of a larger scale. The failure to register the exact proportions of this micro-
project within the larger Taksim project could be ascribed to two factors. First, the transfer of 
court chronicler Sami Mustafa to chief salary official of the infantry (piyade mukabelecisi) in 
March 1732, and overseer of the naval arsenal in April/May 1733 (Zi ʾl-kade 1145 AH). 
Second, the apparent postponement of Şakir Hüseyin's assignment to the office until 
sometime after June 1733.158 This created a considerable gap in the official record of history 
which Şakir Hüseyin could impossibly close, because he was not an eyewitness to the events 
anymore.  
 In any case, the final decision to start the restoration of Ahmed III's dilapidated 
fountain in Tophane was taken much later than the draft of the royal property deed 
(mülknāme-i hümāyūn) around April 1732. Because on 27 January 1733 (11 Şaʿban 1145 
AH), Hacı Ahmed, who still held the office of customs overseer, was again summoned to 
appear before the divan, and assigned to oversee the execution of another project. He was 
given the full authority of the sultan ("irāde-i hümāyūn u cihāndārī ile") to construct a new 
royal fountain ("müceddeden binā vu inşā buyurulan çeşme-sār-ı hümāyūn"). The square next 
to the imperial armory was to be cleared and widened, and the structure was to be surrounded 
by pavements ("eṭrafında yapılan ḳaldırımlar"). In addition, a new water reservoir would be 
built beneath the armory. Several shops in the area were to be demolished, and the owners 
would be compensated with new buildings matching the proportions of the former shops.159 
The document attests to the decision of Mahmud I to depart from the nominal role he had so 
far fulfilled, and finally appropriate the Taksim project which was primarily financed by his 
mother and secondly by his favorites. The royal decorative program that had been developing 
since the reign of Ahmed III culminated in the architecture of the fountain which Mahmud I 
ordered to be built (number 32 in Fig. B.3), and that replaced the earlier fountain of his 
predecessor. The meydān çeşmesi exceeded all earlier examples in size and in abundance of 
decorations, and must have been deliberately planned in isolation from the larger fountain 
network to underscore the distance and superiority of the new sultan.  
 The Tophane fountain of Mahmud I can be seen as the first physical manifestation of 
the new sultan claiming his authority and prerogatives. The structure provided water through 
eight separate spouts, which were inserted in the four central niches and corners, and testified 
to the sultan's benevolent character as a rightful Muslim, who was generous enough to bestow 
158 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 198-199. 
159 Ongun, 'Tophane çeşmesi', 230.  
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part of his wealth and blessings upon his loyal subjects. The costs for the realignment of the 
square, the replacement of the shops, the renovation of the water reservoir, and the 
construction of the royal fountain were estimated to a maximum of 84 aḳçe and 76,000 ḳuruş, 
and included the wages for the carpenters, painters, poets and calligraphers, and other 
laborers.160 The wall revetment of the water reservoir was made out of marble panels that 
composed a panoply of ornaments and decorative motifs. The overhanging roof on top of the 
structure consisted of small domes that were made from lead to mark the royal status of the 
patron (the same material was used in the fountain of Saliha Valide Sultan). Three poets were 
selected to appraise the legitimacy and splendor of Mahmud I in verses that would adorn the 
walls of the structure: Nahifi Süleyman Efendi, Rahmi Mustafa Efendi, and Hanif Ağa. All 
three generally praise the charitable work of the sultan, who had found a source of water and 
supplied it to the people. In addition, Rahmi Mustafa marvels the architectural splendor of the 
fountain in saying "What an excellent fountain, pure, sweet, and pleasant // It is the spring of 
life, a fortified well", and Hanif Ağa ascertains that "so it happened the joy of beholding the 
compassion of ʿAli [the fourth caliph] and the people of God // The world was witness to the 
good deeds and the source of pure ambergris".161 But most interesting is the way in which 
Mahmud I had apparently ordered Nahifi Süleyman to highlight the victory over the Safavids, 
and stress that the military valor of the sultan and God's divine support had paved the road to 
success. The chronogram on the west side of the fountain starts with:  
 
"The auspicious king, chief of the world, the noble Mahmud  
The magistrate of the pen and sword, the owner of prosperous fortune 
May God have [him] succeed, that king of high nobility 
[so that] His famed star is observed with support and success  
The prosperous fortune of he who took the spoils is honored 
May the quality of His blessing be valuable"162   
 
160 Ongun, 'Tophane çeşmesi', 230.  
161 "Ḥabbeẕâ bir çeşme-i ṣâf ü lâṭıf ve hoşgüvâr // ʿAynıdır âb-ı ḥayâtıñ menbaʿ-ı müstaḥkemî": the chronogram 
of Rahmi Mustafa is transcribed under entry number 33 'Mahmud I' in chapter 2; "Böyle olur ḥüsn-i nigāh 
şefḳat-ı ʿalī ḫalḳüʾl-ilāh // Ḫāyrātına ʿālem güvāh hem ʿayn-ı ṣāf-ı ʿanberīn": the chronogram of Hanif Ağa is 
also transcribed under entry number 33 'Mahmud I' in chapter 2.  
162 "Şāh-ı ferḫunde ʿalem-server-i Maḥmūd-şiyem // Dāver-i seyf ü ḳalem ṣāḥib-i baḥt-ı mesʿūd; İde tevfīḳ-i 
Ḫüdā ol şeh-i ālī-şānın // Kevkeb-i kevkebesin ʿavn u ẓaferle merṣūd; Fer ü iclālī olub muğtenim-i baḥt-ı saʿīd // 
ʿİzz ü iḳbālī ola muttaṣıf-ı yümn ü suʿūd": the chronogram of Nahifi Süleyman is also transcribed under entry 
number 33 in chapter 2. 
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The chronogram continues on the north side of the fountain where Nahifi Süleyman reiterates 
his appraisal of the sultan's power and military skill. Next to that, he introduces a strong 
dichotomy between the "good" Sunni subjects of the sultan, and the "bad" and "malevolent" 
Shi'i rulers of the Safavid Empire: 
 
"The sun of his person envelops around the empire's horizon 
May God strengthen the prolonged protection of his superiority  
The benevolent [people] have found eternal growth and flower 
May the malevolent be erased in the flood of annihilation  
With the glory and unconditional, divine support in battle 
May the All-loving God extend his [sultan's] majesty"163   
 
The chronogram of Nahifi Süleyman was by far the longest in comparison to the contributions 
of Rahmi Mustafa and Hanif Ağa, and was put on display in large calligraphic panels that 
covered the upper part of the four sides. In doing so, the sultan appropriated the victory of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli over Safavid Persia, and stressed his crucial share in the triumph. The key 
message which the fountain conveyed was that Mahmud I ruled by the grace of God, and in 
contrast to his deposed uncle had dared to open the eastern front and succeeded in 
overrunning the heretic shah.        
 The rebuilding of the Tophane fountain under the patronage of Mahmud I was the 
finishing touch which the Taksim project needed in order to render the implementation of the 
water infrastructure a visual mark of dynastic authority. The Taksim water network however 
remained open to construction activities during the entire reign of Mahmud I, and the 
extensions of the infrastructure are depicted in Fig. B.4 (Appendix B). The Arab Mosque in 
Galata was renovated shortly afterwards, and connected to the water network, and the entire 
operation was also financed from the privy purse of Saliha Valide Sultan. The ablution 
fountain (şadırvan) in the courtyard of the mosque records 1734/35 (1147 AH) as the date of 
completion.164 In addition, several grandees seem to have opted individually for the 
exploitation of the water network, and were permitted to endow a fountain. Among them the 
earlier discussed Ahmed Efendi (1) who built his fountain next to the İlyas Çelebi Mescidi in 
Cihangir in 1733/34 (1146 AH). The grand vizier's brother Feyzi Bey (2), who had earlier 
163 "Şems-i ẕātın ufuḳ-ı salṭanata dāʾir idüb // İde teʾyid Ḫüdā ẓıll-ı ẓelīlin memdūd; Ḫayr-hvāhānı bulub neşv ü 
nemā-yı cāvīd // Ola bedḫvāhları seyl-i ʿademde nā-būd; ʿİzzet ü rıfʿat ile nuṣret-i bī-ġāyet ile // Ḳudret ü 
şevketini dāʾim ide Rabb-ı Vedūd": ibid.    
164 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 357.  
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sponsored the reconstruction of the Cami-i Kebir in Kasımpaşa during the reign of Ahmed III, 
enriched the latter mosque with a fountain in 1736/37 (1149 AH). The fountain could have 
been connected to the Taksim network, although it is not unlikely that the structure drew 
water from alternative supply lines in the area. In any case, the meydān çeşmesi of grand 
admiral Süleyman Paşa (3) constructed in 1737/38 (1150 AH) was not connected to the new 
water network. Nevertheless, two prominent palaces aghas subsequently expanded the water 
network with a fountain in 1740/41 (1153 AH) and 1741/42 (1154 AH) that employed the 
new Baroque manner. The earlier mentioned palace treasurer Moralı Beşir Ağa (4) extended 
the İstiklal main with a single façade çeşme next to the Asmalı Mescid, and the cavalry 
commander (sipahi ağası) Mehmed Emin Ağa (5) constructed an imposing sebīl along the 
waterfront near the Çakır Dede Mescidi and Tekkesi. The five fountains mentioned above 
were unique structures that testified to the personal prestige of their patron, since they were 
not incorporated in the comprehensive program of the Taksim project. 
 Thus, the construction of the Taksim water network developed over the course of four 
consecutive phases, and each of them was dominated by another prominent (political) figure. 
Each of them saw the project as the ultimate vehicle through which not only personal prestige 
was communicated, but that most importantly served to materialize his/her political 
consolidation. The first phase was initiated under the patronage of Ahmed III in May 1730, 
but was suddenly disrupted through the outbreak of the Patrona Revolt in September that year. 
Construction activities were continued during the second phase when Saliha Valide Sultan in 
cooperation with deputy grand vizier ʿİzzet ʿAli took over the project in April 1732, and 
completed the first group of fountains in June/July. Participation in the project posed the 
opportunity for lesser state officials to affirm their status and prestige. The third phase was 
already initiated when the new grand vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli arrived in the capital in May 
1732, and appropriated the project through the promotion of several participants and the 
incorporation of new individuals including himself. Even so, the inauguration ceremony of 
September 1732 reaffirmed the superiority of the imperial household and closed the third 
phase. The sultan himself led the prayer that inaugurated the water network, while Saliha 
Valide Sultan distributed gifts to thank the hierarchy of officials who had coordinated the 
project - including the grand vizier. In January 1733, Mahmud I decided to emphasize his 
eminent role in the realization of the water network, and put a definitive seal on the project. 
The architecture and decorative program, together with the construction of the Tophane 
fountain in isolation from the other fountains, served public notice that the sultan had the last 
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word. Moreover, his involvement conveyed the message that the triumphant return of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli and his consolidation of the state apparatus remained inferior to the splendor 
of the imperial family and highlighted the dynastic character of the charitable work. Our next 
task would now be to examine the ways in which the various phases of the construction 
process gave expression to a political alignment between the imperial household and the 
grandee elite. Therefore, the next chapter will concentrate on the architecture and decorative 
programs of the fountains, and analyze the extent to which the processes of consolidation 
were expressed in the design, and how the superiority of Mahmud I was maintained in this 
complex network of social contracts. 
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CHAPTER 2. FOUNTAIN ARCHITECTURE 
The coming chapter moves our attention to the design and construction chronology of each 
individual fountain that connected to the Taksim water network, and was endowed between 
April and September 1732. The magnificent fountain of Mahmud I in Tophane that was 
constructed sometime after January 1733 will also be part of this chapter. The individual 
analysis of the fountains' construction chronology will help us in establishing a critical survey 
of the various architectural components and characteristics, and should provide a solid basis 
for the comparative examination which I will conduct in the third chapter. 
 The notion of construction chronology in relation to my research purports the 
consciousness that all fountains in İstanbul have been part of a vibrant urban history that 
continues until this very day. For this reason, we need to make a distinction between 
Baugeschichte and Gebrauchsgeschichte: while the former pertains to the initial planning and 
design of the structure, the latter forces us to critically assess the history of the structure's 
transformation and various uses over time. The fountains bear the vestiges of that history 
within the overall composition of the architecture either as visible or hidden marks, and as a 
consequence may have drastically altered in their physical appearance. Because part of my 
analysis in chapter three is based on the interpretation of fountain architecture as a primary 
source, I will have to determine the extent to which the architecture of the individual 
fountains can be considered representative of the original outlook. Several variables need to 
be taken into consideration: in the first place, a number of fountains was restored and 
renovated over the course of the nineteenth century. This process presumably resulted from 
the decline of several pious foundations that had become unable to provide for the structure's 
maintenance. The creation of a new endowment generated the necessary financial resources to 
restore the foundation in its former function. However, not every restoration adhered to the 
original form and architectural features of the structure. Most detrimental to the preservation 
of the original architecture and decorative idiom were the restoration projects of the twentieth 
century (when municipal authorities covered the entire structure under a thick layer of 
concrete to prevent leakage), and those that have been implemented recently under guidance 
of the highly politicized rediscovery of Ottoman heritage in İstanbul.  
 The cheap solutions of current municipal authorities encompass among others the 
sand-beaming of the delicate marble surface, and are not so much concerned with a proper 
reevaluation of the past. Rather, they aim at the easy upgrade of public space and 
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thoroughfares, and obliterate all historical value and identity in the process. More so, the 
fountains have always been monumental eyecatchers in the sociocultural environment of the 
Turkish neighborhood, and have been subject to various attempts of appropriating the 
structure within the local context. For instance, political activists have sought to tag the 
fountain's surface with oppositional and revolutionary graffiti messages, while neighborhood-
based cultural initiatives wished to brighten up the monument with blue and green paint and 
tilework even. The second and most frustrating variable of my research are the urban 
reorganization plans that were executed during the 1930s and 1950s. They targeted the 
broadening and alignment of several traffic arteries in Kasımpaşa, Tarlabaşı, Cihangir, and 
Kabataş-Fındıklı, but resulted in the demolition (or fortunate replacement) of a number of 
fountains. The last very interesting aspect to our examination of the original eighteenth-
century architecture is the fact that paint and gilding must have added yet another dimension 
to the architecture of the fountains that is almost entirely lost today.1  
 Through a literary study of Tanışık, Yüngül, and Çeçen, exhaustive fieldwork, 
assessments of visual source material such as maps, photographs, engravings, and postcards, 
and finally the transcription and reading of the fountain chronograms, I have attempted to 
expose as much of the Baugeschichte and Gebrauchsgeschichte as possible. Especially the 
chronograms have proven to be a most valuable source of information with regards to the 
earliest history of the fountains. Chronograms were composed according to the numerical 
value that was represented by each individual Arabic letter, and reveal the date of the year in 
which the construction was completed in the shape of a word, sentence, hemistich (mıṣraʿ) or 
distich (beyt). The ḳıṭʿa (stanza) was the most popular type of poetry, was arranged in an 
ABAB-rhyme scheme, and was subdivided into two categories. The ḳıṭʿa-ı sagīre (short 
stanza) was composed of between two and five beyts, while the ḳıṭʿa-ı kebīre (long stanza) 
consisted of more than five beyts. Although a number of different methods existed through 
which the date could be calculated, the so-called tārīḫ-i tam was the most customary and 
involved the enumeration of every single letter in the final hemistich (tārīḫ mıṣraʿsı). The 
pseudonym or penname (maḫlaṣ) of the poet was usually not introduced in the short stanza, 
while the length of the long stanza did allow him to present himself.2 The poetic epigraphy 
basically unfolded in veneration and celebration of the patron, and was eventually succeeded 
by the actual chronogram in the final hemistich.  
1 The colorful surfaces of the fountains are a redundant theme in the contemporary foreign travelogues, and a 
small selection of chronograms: Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 129.  
2 Erdem Can Öztürk, '18. Yüzyıl Dîvânlarında Çeşme Tarihleri' in Turkish Studies, Vol. 8/13 Fall 2013 (Ankara-
Turkey), 1305-1308.   
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 All fountains that must have been constructed within the ramifications of the Taksim 
project are listed in the chronological (and geographical) order I have highlighted in the 
previous chapter: 
 
Phase April 1732 
1. Yeğen Mehmed Ağa  
2. ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa 
3. ʿAbdullah Ağa 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 
5. İsmaʿil Ağa 
6. Saliha Valide Sultan 
7. Mihrişah Kadın 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 
9. İsmaʿil Efendi 
10. ʿAli Ağa 
11. Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
12. Gül Ahmed Ağa 
13. Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa 
14. Şeyhzade Mehmed 
15. Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 
16. Vuslat Kadın  
17. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
18. Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin Paşa 
19. Yaʿkub Ağa 
20. Köprülü Ahmed Paşa 
21. Hacı Beşir Ağa 
22. Saʿdullah Efendi 
23. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed Efendi 
24. Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi 
25. Firdevsi Seyyid ʿEbubekir Efendi 
26. Kıblelizade Mehmed Efendi 
27. Hacı Mehmed Efendi 
28. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
Phase May 1732 
29. Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa 
30. Yahya Ağa 
31. Mahmud I (Taksim) 
Phase January 1733 
32. Mahmud I (Tophane) 
 
Each entry is marked with the sequence number and name of the patron. Below that, I have 
displayed the name of the fountain that is generally accepted among scholars of Ottoman art 
history in order to highlight the previous misidentifications. My discussion of the fountain's 
construction chronology will take into account its historical location in the eigtheenth-century 
urban context, the current status of the fountain and its architectural properties and decorative 
program. The transcription of the original chronograms follows after that. They are primarily 
based on the work of the Osmanlı Kitabeleri Projesi (OKP) which is most precise, and the 
philologically less accurate transcriptions that are provided in the publications of Yüngül and 
Çeçen. Afterwards, I will critical assess the construction chronology on the basis of the 
abovementioned source material to determine which components have changed over the course 
of time, and position the physical traits and proportions of the architecture within the proper 
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eighteenth-century context. This chapter is enriched with a selection of maps and photographs 
which I have chosen for the purpose of supporting and clarifying the formal analysis. Appendix 
D offers the complementary visual source material on the basis of which most of my analysis is 
founded.  
1) Yeğen Mehmed Ağa  
Solak çeşmesi 
 
Status: Extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, 
rectangular ground plan 
Location: crossing of Saray Arkası and 
Solak Çeşme Sokakları, Kabataş 
Building date: 1144 AH 
 
The fountain of Yeğen Mehmed must 
have been constructed as a freestanding 
structure in the vicinity of the 
seventeenth-century Bağ Odaları Mescidi 
and the Bazargan Mescidi, both of which 
had disappeared by the time Pervititch 
drew his map of the neighborhood. While the Odaları Mescidi was located in plot 933 in Fig. 
3.1, the Bazargan Mescidi must have been situated opposite the fountain of Yeğen Mehmed 
that is located in plot 937.3 The fountain is shaped in a classical manner. The central niche with 
water spout is surrounded by a an arch of fluted columns and bears no sign of any other 
decoration. The reservoir has partly disappeared beneath the street surface along with the 
trough. The chronogram containing five beyts was composed by Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki Efendi:4 
 
Yemm-i mürūvvet ü iḥsān cenāb-ı Ḫān Maḥmūd 
Ki kıldı ʿālemi sīrāb-ı Zemzem-i ḥasenāt5 
3 Crane quotes Mehmed Raʾif Bey (Mırʾat-ı İstanbul) in telling that the Bazargan Mescidi was located opposite a 
fountain known as 'Acı çeşme' on the slope between Kabataş and the Gümüşsuyu Hospital: Crane, Garden of the 
Mosques, 405. 
4 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 83. 
5 "Yevm-i mürüvvet": Çeçen, Taksım Suları, 141; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 54. 
 
Fig. 3.1 Pervititch (1926) sheet 30 "Ayaz-Pacha Kabatache" 
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Ricāl-i devletini ḥiṣṣe-mend idüb bu ṣudan 
Yerinde her biri bir çeşme eyledi ḫayrāt 
 
Yeğen Meḥmed Ağa kim kethüdāsı bāb-ı devletde 
Ki ẕāt-ı kāmilin itmiş Ḫüdā ferişte-ṣıfāt  
     
Bu pāk çeşmeyi mālinden eyledi iḥyā 
Ki görse ṣuyunu maḥcūb olurdu āb-ı ḥayāt 
 
Biri çıkub didi tārīḫ-i sālinī Saʿdī 
Bu ṣāfī māʾdan içüb dir Meḥmed'e ṣalavāt [1144]6  
 
Although the date that is inscribed in the 
calligraphic panel reveals 1145 AH as the 
date of completion, my calculation of the last 
mıṣraʿ gives 1144 AH as the actual date. The 
fountain was restored sometime between 
1992 and 2013. The façade was presumably 
sand-beamed, and afterwards the calligraphic 
panel was covered in green paint while the 
calligraphy itself was highlighted in gold 
paint. (Fig. 3.2) The restoration could have 
altered the relief of the year in the panel. The map of Pervititch (Fig. 3.1) seems to suggest that 
the structure did not contain any water in the 1920s, but Tanışık learns us that the fountain was 
operative in his time in 1945. Currently it is out of service. 
 
  
6 Correction of transcription is mine; "Mehemmed'e": Çeçen, Taksım Suları, 141; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
54. 
 
Fig. 3.2 Wielemaker (2013) Yeğen Mehmed fountain 
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2) ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa  
 
Status: no longer extant 
Type: single façade wall çeşme with two 
smaller fountains to the side 
Location: Kasımpaşa   
Building date: 1144 AH 
 
The fountain of ʿİzzet ʿAli was located 
across from the Cami-i Kebir in Kasımpaşa, 
along the present-day Bahriye caddesi 
(previously Uzun Yolu). Unfortunately, Fig. 3.3 is the only visual source documenting its 
existence. Tanışık gives us a clue about the physical appearance of the structure and speaks of a 
single façade çeşme that was shaped according to the classical Turkish style of architecture 
("klâsik Türk mimari üslûbunda"), and of which the marble façade had been decorated with 
reliefs ("kabartma şekillerle süslü"). The fountain had a chamber made out of cut stones 
("kesme taştan") which was still operative in the time of Tanışık. Above the façade, an 
overhanging roof dating back to the nineteenth century was installed. Tanışık records that in his 
time the fountain and the small water troughs on the side ("yan sedleri") were still operating, 
which suggests the existence of two hanging çeşmes that were applied next to the central 
façade.7 It is unknown when the fountain was removed. The chronogram adorning the façade 
consisted of two and a half quatrains ("iki buçuk kıta") signifying ten beyts written by Vehbi 
Hüseyin, and Tanışık has recorded the last beyt recording the date:    
 
[...] 
Vehbiyā hāme-i iḫlāṣ ile yaz tārīḫin 
Aḳdı bu māʾ-ı şifā ʿayn-ı ʿAli Paşa'dan [1144]8 
 
  
7 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 63.  
8 Correction of transcription is mine: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 63; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68. 
 
Fig. 3.3 Pervititch (1926) sheet 22 "Toz-Koparan" 
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 3) ʿAbdullah Ağa  
Çukur çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, rectangular 
ground plan  
Location: along Çukurlu Çeşme Sokağı 
behind a restaurant, Beyoğlu  
Building date: 1144 AH 
 
The fountain of ʿAbdullah Ağa was located in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Ağa Mosque 
(along the present-day İstiklal Caddesi). Sometime later in history, it was accompanied by 
another unknown mosque that was constructed right next to it.9 However, the mosque is not 
extant anymore, and the map of Pervititch in Fig. 3.4 so far constitutes the only visual evidence 
of its existence in the northwest of plot 1099. The fountain is an odd exemplar in our collection 
of water architecture. (Fig. 3.5) The niche in which the water spout is inserted is considerably 
smaller than in any of the other fountains constructed during the Taksim project. The panel 
with calligraphy is moreover embedded in the stone wall to the right side of the reservoir, and 
has not been given a prominent position 
above the façade with çeşme. The structure 
does not display any hint of decoration 
whatsoever. The chronogram contains five 
beyts that were composed by Şehri Mehmed 
Efendi:10 
 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd-ı ʿadālet-sīretiñ 
Feyż-i iḥsāniyle reyyān oldı cümle kāʾināt  
 
9 Presumably, during the second half of the nineteenth or early twentieth century since the latter has not been 
recorded in the 'Ḥadīḳatü ʾl-cevāmiʿ'. 
10 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 63.  
 
Fig. 3.4 Pervititch (1927) sheet 35 "Péra Sira-Selvi"  
 
Fig. 3.5 Wielemaker (2013) ʿAbdullah Ağa fountain 
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Öyle şeh kim pāy-i serv-i ʿadline rū-māl ider  
Nīl-i Mıṣr-ı Ḳāhire'yle cedvel-i neḥr-i Fırāt  
 
Devr-i cūdunda cebecibaşı ʿAbdullāh Ağa 
Yapdı bu nev-çeşmeyi oldı ḳarīn-ı iltifāt  
  
Āb ü tāb-ı devletin memdūd ide Rabbü ʾl-enām 
Zīb-i ṭāḳ-ı ʿasümān oldıkça naḳş-ı sābitāt11 
 
Şehriyā tārīḫini işrāb içün dir lülesi 
Cān-fezādır ʿayn-ı ʿAbdullāh içüñ māʾü ʾl-ḥayāt 
[1144]12  
 
It is highly probable that the fountain was rebuilt 
sometime during the early twentieth century, when craftsmen had by long lost the skill to apply 
the specific decorations that were fashionable during the 1730s. The calligraphic panel may 
have been all that remained of the original fountain, and was added to the side of the reservoir 
facing the street for all passers-by to see. This is confirmed in the marvelous photographic 
research of Caner Cangül who examined the picture of a fountain that was taken by the 
photographers Sébah and Joaillier during the 1890s. (Fig. 3.6) The image depicts a fountain 
that does not exist anymore in a previously unidentified neighborhood, but Cangül was able to 
zoom in on the calligraphic panel and identify both chronogram and patron.13 It turned out that 
the original fountain of ʿAbdullah Ağa was built on a polygonal ground plan, and seems to 
have been located on the corner of two streets. The façade was shaped according to the 
classical manner with a minimum of decoration, and both reservoir and trough had sunk 
considerably beneath the surface. Perhaps a conflagration had ruined the original structure, and 
necessitated authorities to build a new water facility for the neighborhood. The map of 
Pervititch in Fig. 3.4 seems to indicate that the fountain was already restored and reshaped 
according to a rectangular ground plan during the 1920s. The reservoir contained water then, 
but was not operative anymore when Tanışık made his observations in 1945.14 
11 "āsumān": Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2.  
12 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 119; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=116&hid=116; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65.  
13 http://www.istanbulium.net/2015/01/cebecibasi-abdullah-aga-cesmesi.html.  
14 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 63. 
 
Fig. 3.6 Sébah & Joaillier (1893) ʿAbdullah 
Ağa fountain 
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4) ʿÖmer Ağa  
 
Status: extant, operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: end of Çukurcuma Caddesi, 
Tophane 
Building date: 1144 AH 
 
The fountain of ʿÖmer Ağa appears to have 
been constructed as a freestanding structure 
opposite the sixteenth-century Molla Fenari 
(Çukurcuma) Mosque in plot 1083 in Fig. 
3.7. The corners of the reservoir that face the 
street showcase two fluted columns, and the marble façade is decorated in a classical, sober 
manner. The trough and part of the reservoir have sunk beneath the street surface. (Fig. 3.8) 
The chronogram adorning the panel is decorated with flowers, and contains six beyts that were 
presumably written by ʿÖmer Ağa who seems to identify himself with "the people of the 
[written] word" ("ehl-i süḫan"), i.e. the eunuch clerks of the palace.  
 
Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḥayrāt ʿÖmer Ağa ki Ḥaḳḳ 
Ẕāt-ı pākin itdi memdūḥü ʾṣ-ṣıfāt15 
 
Ḫāzin-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḫān olub 
Ḫayre māʾil ḥaḳḳa ḳāʾildir o ẕāt    
 
Şimdi inşā eyleyüb bu çeşmeyi 
İtdi saḳy-ı müʾminīn ü müʾmināt   
 
İẕn-i sulṭāniyle bir ḫayr itdi kim 
Ḥaḳḳ vere aña cinān-ı ʿāliyāt16 
15 "Ḥaḳ": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=472&hid=472. 
 
Fig. 3.7 Pervititch (1927) sheet 32 "Agha-Hamam 
Tchoukour-Djouma"  
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Ḥaḳḳ ḳabūl idüb bu ḫayrı eyleye 
Maẓhar-ı ve ʾl-bāḳiyātu ʾṣ-ṣāliḥāt17  
 
Didiler ehl-i süḫan tārīḫini 
Rūḥ-efzā çeşme-i maʾü ʾl-ḥayāt [1144]18 
 
Tanışık records the existence of an 
overhanging roof that was installed above the 
façade, which has disappeared afterwards, 
and must have been added during the nineteenth century. The photographs of Çeçen and myself 
seem to reveal that the fountain was not sand-beamed recently, although several stones from 
the bottom of the reservoir appear to have been replaced by newer ones. No water spout is 
present in the pictures of Tanışık and Çeçen suggesting that until recently the fountain did not 
operate. However, after a restoration sometime between 1992 and 2013 the fountain was able to 
distribute water again.  
 
  
16 "İẕn-i sulṭān ile", "Ḥaḳ": ibid.  
17 "Ḥaḳ": Ibid. 
18 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 119; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=472&hid=472; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 64-65.  
 
Fig. 3.8 Wielemaker (2013) ʿÖmer Ağa fountain 
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5) İsmaʿil Aga  
Saliha Sultan çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: along Kadirler Yokuşu, next to 
the gate of the Kadirihane, Tophane 
Building date: 1144 AH 
 
The fountain of İsmaʿil Ağa is embedded in 
the wall right next to the gate of the precinct around the seventeenth-century Kadirihane that 
housed the Rumiyye branch of the Kadiriyye dervish order, and is in depicted in plot 1010 in 
Fig. 3.9.19 The marble façade displays a muqarnas strip along the upper edge, and inside the 
niche is decorated with a strip combining muqarnas and vegetative patterns. (Fig. 3.10) The 
niche is crowned with a sunburst or shell of which the utmost ends intermittently display a 
rosette (although some have gone loose), and above it an arch of traditional vegetative 
decoration is arranged. Vases with a rich assortment of flowers like tulips, roses, hyacinths, and 
sun flowers run in bands along the flanks, and bowls with fruit in the upper belt. The trough lies 
largely buried beneath the surface, but symmetric roses can be observed in its interior. The 
chronogram adorning the façade contains seven beyts (excluding the calligrapher's signature), 
was composed by Hafız Efendi, and was the calligraphic design of a certain Hocazade: 
19 Baha Tanman, 'Kâdirîhâne Tekkesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 24 (İstanbul: 2001), 129-
131; and 'Kadirîhane Tekkesi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 4 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve 
Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 369-372. 
 
Fig. 3.9 Pervititch (1926) sheet 33 "Pervouz-Agha Salı 
Bazar"  
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Pādişāh-ı dīn ü devlet şehriyār-ı memleket 
Ḫān-ı Maḥmūd ibn-i Sulṭān Muṣṭafā maḥmūd-ḥāl 
 
Gevher-i ẕātına kānī Vālide Sulṭānınıñ  
Ẕikr ü fikridir leb-i cū-yı sevābe dü-nihāl20 
 
Belde-i Ṭopḫāne'de Sulṭān ʿAbdu ʾl-ḳādır'ıñ 
Dergehinde ḳıldı cārī çeşme-i āb-ı zülāl21 
 
Ṭopcubaşı ḳulu İsmāʿīl Ağa'ya luṭf idüb 
Ḥiṣṣedār itdi bu nev-āsārdan bī-ḳīl ü ḳāl 
 
Ḥaḳḳ ḳabūl idüb bu ḫayr-ı cūybārı cümleden 
Āb-ı Kevserle vire ecrin Ḫüdā-yı Ẕū ʾl-celāl22 
 
Uçdu bir bir iki mıṣraʿdan iki pervāz urub 
Ẕū ʾl-cenāḥeyn oldı Ḥāfıẓ mürġ-ı tārīḫe dü-bāl 
 
Ṭopcubaşı çeşme-i sīmīn-beden icrā idüb 
Vālide Sulṭān aḳıtdı çeşmeye āb-ı zülāl [1144] 
 
Ketebehü Ḫvāca-zāde sene 114423 
 
The chronogram makes it clear that the commander of the artillerymen İsmaʿil Ağa was the 
sponsor of the fountain, but that the water network of Saliha Valide Sultan provisioned the 
facility with sweet water. The invocation of the queen mother in the last hemistich presumably 
led to the confusion that she was the patron of the fountain.  
 Tanışık records the existence of a wooden roof that covered the posterior reservoir in 
1945, but it was replaced with concrete when Yüngül documented the fountain in 1957. 
20 "Sulṭānıñ": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1123&hid=1354. 
21 The name is a reference to ʿAbdülkadir Geylani who was the founder of the Kadiriyye dervish order in the 
twelfth century.  
22 "Ḥaḳ", "Ẕüʾ l-celāl": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1123&hid=1354. 
23 Barışta, İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Beyoğlu Cihetindeki Meyva Tabağı Motifleriyle Bezenmiş Tek Cepheli Anıt 
Çeşmeler; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1123&hid=1354. 
 
Fig. 3.10 Theunissen (2011) İsmaʿil Ağa 
fountain 
137 
 
                                                             
Chapter 2. Fountain architecture 
 
Somewhere between 1992 and 2010, the fountain was subjected to restoration attempts as a 
consequence of which the entire marble façade was sand-beamed (including the fragile relief 
decorations), and a new roof seems to have been placed over the reservoir. Afterwards, the 
calligraphic inscription was covered in gold paint, together with the cypress motifs on both 
sides of the spout. Whereas the fountain was still operating in the time of Tanışık, when Yüngül 
made his observations the fountain was out of service, which continues until this very day. 
Tanışık has registered the existence of a second çeşme that was sponsored by İsmaʿil Ağa, and 
was constructed inside the precinct of the Kadirihane two years later in 1146 AH. From this 
fountain a chronogram has survived in the work of Tanışık that was written by Vehbi and 
consists of one quatrain (kıta). Tanışık has given the last beyt: 
 
Ṭopçubaşı yapdı didi Vehbi tārīḫi  
ʿAyn-ı çāh-i Zemzem eser-i İsmāʿīl [1146]24 
 
The second calligraphic panel is still present, although the calculation which Tanışık had made 
of the last hemistich is wrong and gives 1144 AH as the date of completion.  
 
  
24 Slight correction of transcription is mine: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri,Cilt 2, 65.  
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 6) Saliha Valide Sultan  
Azapkapı sebil-çeşme 
 
Status: extant, operating 
Type: double façade meydān 
çeşmesi, with sebīl and ablution 
spouts, polygonal ground plan 
Location: in the middle of the 
traffic junction connecting 
Unkapanı and Taksim, Azapkapı 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The meydān çeşmesi of Saliha 
Valide Sultan was constructed in the 
middle of a neighborhood that had 
been ravaged by city fires in January 
1715 and October 1717.25 The 
fountain was located in the vicinity 
of the sixteenth-century Sokullu 
Mehmed Paşa Mosque, and 
welcomed anyone who arrived in the settlement of Galata through the gate of the Naval 
Marines (ʿAzabkapı). The queen mother had the fountain accompanied by a sıbyan mektebi that 
was built simultaneously and completed in 1732/33 (1146 AH).26 The map in Fig. 3.12 shows 
the square with fountain in the center and the mekteb to its northwest (unfortunately I could not 
retrieve the map Pervititch has drawn from the neighborhood). The architectural style of the 
meydān çeşmesi constitutes a remarkable and interesting allusion to the magnificent fountain 
Ahmed III erected in front of the Imperial Gate. (Fig. 3.11) But both structures differ in scale 
because the fountain of Azapkapı seems to have reproduced only one quarter of the latter. 
Instead of four sebīls on each corner, the fountain houses only one, and instead of four 
elaborately decorated çeşmes on each side, two are added to the square shaped reservoir. The  
25 Cezar, Yangınlar ve Tabii Afetler, 346. 
26 Semavi Eyice, 'Saliha Sultan Sıbyan Mektebi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 6 (İstanbul: Kültür 
Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 429. 
 
Fig. 3.11 Wielemaker (2013) Saliha Valide Sultan fountain 
 
Fig. 3.12 Alman Mavileri (1913-14) Azapkapı 
139 
 
                                                             
Chapter 2. Fountain architecture 
 
remainder has been covered with a marble 
wall revetment of a sober character, and 
houses three ablution spigots at the bottom 
of both sides. A long garland of geometric 
leaves is applied directly above the spouts 
connecting all six. Above that, a thin 
framework of scales envelops along the 
edges of both sides, and slender columns 
are cut out on the three corners. (Fig. 3.13) 
While the façades of both sebīl and çeşmes 
are decorated with an abundant assortment 
of traditional vegetative motifs, only the flanks of both çeşmes and the arches around the niches 
are covered with vases of flowers of all sorts (tulips, roses, hyacinths etc.) and fruit trees. (Fig. 
3.14) The inside of both niches is decorated as well. While the upper part is adorned with a 
strip of muqarnas above which a rich array of vegetative motifs is displayed, the section below 
is decorated with four frames that are symmetrically arranged around the spout. Each frame 
showcases a different vase with flowers on a pedestal, thus replacing the traditional motif of 
two cypresses from Paradise flanking the spout. In both niches, a circle with vegetative patterns 
is arranged right above the spout that showcases a protruding, thick and rounded ornament 
which could bear the resemblance of a (dervish?) turban. The classically decorated sides with 
the ablution spouts are in a physical and stylistic conflict with the opposite sides that exhibit the 
exuberant floral adornment of the çeşmes and sebīl. Accordingly, they bring traditional and 
foreign elements together in a novel arrangement.  
 The fountain is adorned with a set of three chronograms crowning the sebīl and çeşmes 
that are composed by Vehbi Hüseyin. While the former counts six beyts, the latter two contain 
eleven each.  
 
Sebīl 
Vālide Sulṭān-ı ʿālī-şān-ı himmet-meşrebīñ 
ʿAyn-ı cūdünden gel ey leb-teşne şīr ü şeker iç27 
 
27 "himmet-meşrebin", "sükker": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1576.  
 
Fig. 3.13 Wielemaker (2013) Saliha Valide Sultan 
fountain, south side, ablution spouts 
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Devr-i İskender'de olsa Ḫıżr dirdi gösterüb 
İşte māʾ-ı ʿaynü ʾl-ḥayātı buldum ey İskender iç28 
 
Ṭıfl-ı müdrik lülesin virmezdi sedy-i dāyeye 
Diseler ister ṣu iç isterse şīr-i māder iç 
 
Sū-be-sū gūyā lisān-ı lüle ile çeşmeler 
Çağlayüb şerbet-fürūşān gibi dirler ʿanber iç 
 
Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḫayrıñ duʿāsın ṣu gibi ezberle de  
İşte ṣu işte sebīl ister vüżūʾ it ister iç29 
 
Vehbīya tārīḫin işrāb it ʿıṭāş-ı ümmete  
Gel sebīl-i Vālide Sulṭān'dan āb-ı Kevser iç [1145]30 
 
Çeşme on the east side: 
Ḥażret-i Vālide Sulṭān yaʿnī 
Māder-i Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd 
 
Maṭlaʿ-ı şems-i ḫilāfet-ki ānıñ 
Ferʿidir sāye-i Ḫallāḳ-ı Vedūd 
 
ʿAmel-i Ṣāliḥa'dır saʿy-ı müdām 
Kārıdır kesb-i rıżā-yı Maʾbūd31 
 
Ḥavż-ı himmet kereminden memlū 
Feyż-i reʾfet eserinden meşhūd 
 
İşte ez-cümle bu āsārına baḳ  
28 "mā ʿaynüʾ l-ḥayātı": ibid. 
29 " Ṣāḥibüʾ l-ḫayrın": ibid.  
30 Barışta, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Azapkapı Saliha Sultan Çeşmesi; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1576; Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 110-111.  
31 " saʿyi": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1574. 
 
Fig. 3.14 Wielemaker (2013) Saliha Valide 
Sultan fountain, top: east side; bottom: 
west side 
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Lāzım ise eğer ityān-i şüḥūd 
 
Nice kez yandı yıḳıldı Ġalaṭa 
Gösterüb ṭāb-ı ʿıṭaş āteş ü dūd 
 
Kimse ṣu serpmedi illā Keremi 
Ḳoymadı teşne-leb-i tāb-ālūd32 
 
Ḥacı Āʿmā denilen semtte idüb 
Çeşme açmağla ʿilāc-ı bihbūd33 
 
Oldı bir ḫayre muvaffaḳ ki olur 
Ecrī Cennet'deki ḥavż-ı mevrūd34 
 
Hem anıñ hem şeh-ı devrānıñ ola 
ʿÖmr-i Ḫıżr ile zamānı memdūd 
  
Oldı tārīḫe sezā ey Vehbī 
Çeşme-i Vālide-i Ḫān Maḥmūd [1145]35 
 
Çeşme on the west side: 
Menbaʿ-ı āb-ı zülāl-ı merḥamet 
Lücce-i pür-cūş-ı iḥsān u seḫā 
 
Devḥa-i pür berk ü bār-ı salṭanat 
Şems-i ʿiṣmet māder-i ẓıll-ı Ḫüdā36 
 
Vālide Sulṭān ki itmiş ʿāleme 
Dest-i cūdun maḳsem-i āb-ı ʿāṭā 
 
32 "Ḳomadı": ibid.  
33 "ilāc-ı Bihbūd": Ibid.  
34 "Ecri": Ibid.  
35 Barışta, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Azapkapı Saliha Sultan Çeşmesi; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1574; Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 110. 
36 "Devḥa-i pür-berk": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1575. 
 
Fig. 3.15 William Henry Bartlett (1838) "Fountain in 
Galata" 
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Ẕikr ü fikr-i bāḳiyāt-ı ṣāliḥāt 
Kārı ḫayrāt-ı ḥisāndir dāʾīmā 
 
Fī sebīli ʾl-llah nice āsār idüb 
Eyledi kesb-i rıżā-yı Kibrīyā37 
 
İşte ez-cümle bu dil-cū çeşme kim 
Teşne-lebdir Ḫıżr u İskender aña 
 
Cārī hāfıẓlar gibi her lülesi 
Sūre-i Kevser oḳur ṣubḥ u mesā 
 
Mā-ḥaṣal bu āb-ı cān-baḫşā ile 
Oldı şādan rūḥ-ı pāk-i Muṣṭafā  
 
Anı da Cennet'de sīrāb eyleye 
Sāḳı-ı Kevser ʿAlī-ye Murteżā38 
 
Didiler āb-ı ḥayātıñ vaṣfını 
Gūş idüb söylersin ʿammā Vehbīyā39  
 
Bāriʿ bir mümtāz tārīḫ eyleyüb 
Vālide Sulṭān'ıñ iç ḫayrına māʾ [1145]40 
 
The fountain was already in a deplorable condition during the 1910s, but the restoration of the 
structure was postponed until 1952-53. One year later in 1954, Adnan Menderes decided to 
bulldozer the surrounding neighborhood and demolish the sıbyan mektebi among others to clear 
Azapkapı for the reorganization of İstanbul's motorway system. The municipal authorities 
fortunately agreed to preserve the recently restored and monumental fountain, but the grand 
37 "Fī-sebīlillāh", "Kibrāyā": Ibid.   
38 "Sâki-î Kevser Aliyy-i mürtezâ": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 111; "Sāḳī-i Kevser ʿAliyyi Murtażā": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1575. 
39 "ḥayātın", "ammā", "Vehbiyā": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1575. 
40 "Bāri": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1255&hid=1575; Çeçen, Taksim 
Suları, 111. 
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scale clearing of the area left the structure in a somewhat awkward position in the middle of a 
traffic hub.41 The restoration seems to have been largely based on the nineteenth-century 
engraving of William Henry Bartlett (1809-1854), who made his journey to İstanbul and the 
Bosphorus sometime before 1838 with the author and traveller Julia Pardoe (1806-1862). On 
their return, Bartlett and Pardoe cooperated for the publication of an illustrated account of the 
people and monuments in the Ottoman capital in 'The Beauties of the Bosphorus'. The 
engraving of Bartlett in Fig. 3.15 is visually supported by the description Julia Pardoe provides 
of the structure:   
 
"Four small domes compose the roof; and they are circled by a network of dentated 
sculpture, which gives them a light and pretty appearance, and relieves the eye as it 
glances upward from the face of the fountain, which is beautifully and profusely 
painted in arabesques, as well as the wide and undulating corniche at the base of the 
domes. Five slender pillars of white marble divide the bayed front of the building 
into four equal compartments, which are screened to about midway of its height by 
a gilded lattice-work, behind whose protecting shadow stands a range of brass 
vessels, occupying the lip of a reservoir containting a constant supply of cool water 
for the use of the thirsty passenger; while on either side of this, the principal face of 
the fountain, stretch two receding wings, where exterior basins, fed with a flow of 
water which rarely fails in its volume, offer a constant and abundant mean of 
comfort and cleanliness to the immediate neighbourhood."42 
 
Unfortunately, the photographs that were taken shortly after the restoration are in black and 
white. Therefore, we do not know the extent to which parts of the structure were indeed painted 
during the restoration. In any case, when Çeçen made his observations of the fountain in 1992 
the surface had already been covered in a thick layer of soot from the exhaust gasses of the 
traffic hub. The second restoration of the fountain was sponsored by the banking company 
Kuveyt Türk in 2005, and encompassed the repainting of the roof and the gilding of the 
calligraphy together with several thin frames and vegetative motifs.  
41 Already in 1945 Tanışık called for "the commemoration and gratification of the charitable work and to save it 
from ruin" ([Saliha Sultan] hayratını ihya ederek ruhu taziz ve taltif edilmeli ve bu değerli eser harabiden 
kurtarılmalıdır): Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 75; Çeçen refers to a publication that was issued after 
completion under commission of Süheyl Ünver, Cahit Çeçen and Sadi Nirven with the obvious title "Azapkapı 
çeşmesi" (İstanbul: 1954); Ayla Ödekan, 'Saliha Sultan Sebili ve Çeşmesi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 6 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 428-429. 
42 Julia Pardoe, The beauties of the Bosphorus (London: George Virtue and co, 1838), 37. 
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7) Mihrişah Kadın 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, rectangular ground plan 
Location: corner of Lüleciler Hendek 
Caddesi and Hoca Ali Sokağı, Tophane 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Mihrişah Kadın was located 
next to the seventeenth-century Hoca ʿAli 
Mescidi in the vicinity of the Small Gate of 
the Tower (Küçük Kule Kapı), in the center 
of Fig. 3.16. Whereas Tanışık identifies her 
as the concubine of Ahmed III and Mahmud 
I, it is highly unlikely that she became 
associated with the new sultan. She was however the mother of three princes: Süleyman, 
Mustafa, and Seyfüddin.43 A central niche with water spout and two smaller, narrow niches to 
either side of it compose the marble façade. (Fig. 3.17) The posterior reservoir is made out of 
cut stone, and has sunken beneath the street surface up to its waist. The façade was shaped in a 
sober, classical manner. The lower part of the two corners seems to have been shear cut, and 
could have allowed for the application of an ornament such as a muqarnas. However, no trace 
has remained of the latter. The empty spaces of the calligraphic panel have been decorated with 
a geometric vegetative pattern, and the panel with water spout has disappeared from the 
structure. The chronogram was composed by Vehbi Hüseyin, and contains five beyts:  
 
Mihr-i burc-i maʿdelet ḫūrşīd-i evc-i salṭanat 
Ẓıll-ı Ḥaḳḳ Maḥmūd Ḫān Şāhinşeh-i ʿālem-penāh44   
 
Eyleyüb Ṭopḫāne'yi iḥyā zülāl-i himmetī 
43 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 77. 
44 "Ḥaḳ": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1307&hid=4378. 
 
Fig. 3.16 Nirven (1949) sheet 37&39 "Beyoğlu kazası 
Galata"  
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Sāye saldı burc-i ābīde misāl-i mihr ü māh45 
 
Himmetiyle meslek-i āsārına sālik olub  
Ṣāḥibātü ʾl-ḫayr bānūyān-ı ʿiṣmet destgāh46  
 
Mihrişāh Ḳadın daḫi li-llāh bu ʿayn-ı dil-keşī 
Kıldı iḥyā itdi rāh-ı Ḥaḳḳ'da icrā-yı mīyāh47 
 
Geldi bir leb-teşne ey Vehbī didi tārīḫini 
Oldı bu ʿayn-ı ṣafā iḥyā berā-yı Mihrişah48 
 
Tanışık records that the fountain was broken 
in his time, but was not in dire need of 
restoration.49 Sometime between 1992 and 
2006, the calligraphic panel was cast in green 
paint while the calligraphy itself was 
highlighted in gold. Afterwards sometime 
before 2013, the façade was dug out, uncovered, and the entire structure including reservoir 
was sand-beamed. (Fig. 3.18) The calligraphic panel had to be repainted, but this time only the 
calligraphy was gilded with paint. A plastic panel was applied to the left side of the façade that 
clarified the transcription of the chronogram.   
 
  
45 "zülāl-i himmeti", "burc-i ābı da": ibid.  
46 "Himmeti ile": ibid.  
47 "li-llāh", "dil-keşi", "Ḥaḳ": ibid.  
48 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 118; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1307&hid=4378; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
58.  
49 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 75-77.  
 
Fig. 3.17 Cangül (2009) Mihrişah Kadın fountain 
 
Fig. 3.18 Wielemaker (2013) Mihrişah Kadın fountain 
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8) Verdinaz Kadın 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: Arapkayyum Sokağı, Karaköy 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Verdinaz Kadın, located in 
the center of Fig. 3.19, was situated behind 
the sixteenth-century Yağkapanı Mescidi 
(plot 1348) that is currently known as the 
Makbul İbrahim Paşa Mosque in the vicinity of the Furrier's Gate (Kürkçü Kapısı). The marble 
façade consisted of a single niche in which the water spout was inserted, and this seems to be 
the only element that has remained of the original structure. (Fig. 3.20) The chronogram was 
written by Vehbi Hüseyin, and consists of nine beyts:  
 
Ḥażret-i Ḫüsrev-i Süleymān-cāh     
Yaʿni Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı mülk-arā50 
 
Beẕl-i āb-ı ḥayāta himmet idüb 
Çünkü bu şehri eyledi iḥyā 
 
Ḳādınāt-ı ḥarīm-i muḥteremī 
İḳtiżaʾen li-esrihi ʾl-esnā      
         
Sāye-i devletinde her birisi 
İtdi bir ʿayn-ı cān-fezā inşā 
 
Biri ez-cümle işte bu görünen 
Çeşme-i bī-ʿadīl-i müstesnā      
 
50 "Yaʿni Maḥmūd Ḫān mülk-arā": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 112; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 58.   
 
Fig. 3.19 Nirven (1947) sheet 43a&46 "Beyoğlu kazası 
Karaköy civarı"  
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Ki idüb şād rūḥ-i Sıbṭaynı    
Eyledi teşne-dilleri irvā 
 
Hıżr idüb ḥüsn-i ṭarḥına taḥsīn 
Dedi ey Vehbi-i süḫan-ı pīrā51 
 
Çekme zaḥmet ki ṭāḳ-ı ‘arşa anıñ 
Beyt-i tārīḫin itdiler imlā  
 
Ḥaḳḳ ḳabūl idin Verdināz Ḳādın 
Kıldı āba bedel gülāb icrā52 
 
The current size of the posterior reservoir is too small to serve the purpose of containing water, 
and must have been either partly or completely dismantled in a street alignment during the late 
nineteenth or early twentieth century. The photograph of Tanışık records the reservoir in the 
same condition as it is today, and states that it has sunk partly beneath the street surface. As a 
consequence, the only (remaining) decorative feature of the fountain, which is the panel with 
water spout proper, is partly obscured. The fountain did not give any water anymore, and the 
rosette on the keystone of the arch must have disappeared far before the time of Tanışık.53 
Çeçen shows a picture in which the calligraphic panel of the fountain is cast in green with the 
calligraphy highlighted in gold paint. A tap that connected to a modern pipe line on the left was 
applied to the niche, presumably in an attempt to improvise on the fountain's former function as 
water distributor. The tap was gone when I made my observations of the fountain. Next to that, 
the façade was cast in pastel green while the calligraphic panel was cast in mat gold entirely. 
 
  
51 "sühan-pîra": ibid.  
52 Correction of transcription is mine: "Hak", "êde": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 112; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
58.  
53 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 81.  
 
Fig. 3.20 Wielemaker (2013) Verdinaz Kadın fountain 
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9) İsmaʿil Efendi  
Kemankeş Mustafa Paşa çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme with 
upper-story mekteb, rectangular ground 
plan  
Location: next to the gate of the 
Kemankeş Mustafa Paşa Camii precinct, 
Karaköy 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
Although the fountain does not display the name of its patron, Mehmed Sürreya has claimed in 
his registers that İsmaʿil Efendi from Kastamonu endowed the çeşme and upper-story sıbyan 
mektebi. (Fig. 3.21) The date that is inscribed in the calligraphic panel attests to the 
construction date of 1145 AH. The fountain and upper-story mekteb were added to the 
seventeenth-century mosque complex of Kemankeş Mustafa Paşa to the north of plot 1246 
(depicting the Kurşunlu Mahzen Mosque). A central niche with two smaller, narrow niches on 
either side compose the façade. The central part is framed in a framework of concatenated 
cartouches displaying all sorts of flowers on the flanks and fruit baskets on top, and is bordered 
with muqarnas and vegetative motifs. Inside, the niche's surface is elaborately decorated, and 
split up horizontally in two sections. The lower part displays two vases of flowers on each side 
of the spout, while the upper part showcases a rounded triangle that is decorated with floral and 
vegetative motifs on the inside. The niche is crowned by a panel with a sunburst or shell motif, 
and the spandrels on either side of it are covered with vegetative patterns. Three flares of the 
sunburst display a rosette on the utmost ends. Two narrow niches are positioned on either side 
of the central niche, and are distinguished through a rectangular frame above which an abstract 
rose motif is cut out. (Fig. 3.22) A calligraphic panel is situated above the central niche which 
contains the shahada: 
 
Lāʾ ilāhaʾ illā-llah Muḥammadun rasūlu-llah 
sene 1145 
 
Fig. 3.21 Nirven (1948) sheet 41&42 "Beyoğlu kazası 
Galata"  
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The fountain was subjected to restoration 
attempts between 1992 and 2006. The surface 
must have been sand-beamed or cleaned 
otherwise, and the calligraphic panel was 
covered in green paint with the inscription 
highlighted in gold. 
 
10) ʿAli Ağa  
Kethüda/Başağa çeşmesi 
 
Status: no longer extant, calligraphic panel remains 
Type: unknown  
Location: corner of Başağa Çeşmesi Sokağı and Turnacıbaşı Caddesi, Beyoğlu 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain was located in the vicinity of Galata Palace and the seventeenth-century Kuloğlu 
Mescidi, that was torn down between 1911 and 1913 to be replaced by the Üçüncü Vakıf 
Hanı.54 Unfortunately, I could not retrieve the map Pervititch has drawn of the area, and the 
only remnant of the original structure is a calligraphic panel, that has been inserted in the 
building on the corner of the Başağa Çeşmesi Sokağı. (Fig. 3.23) The fountain is registered 
with Tanışık under two separate entries. The first is based on a reference in the 'Mırʿāt-ı 
İstanbul' of Mehmed Raʾif who has reproduced the chronogram, and mistakenly calculated 
1135 AH for the date of completion.55 The second is based on Tanışık's own fieldwork, who 
states that only the inscription has remained, and correctly calculates 1145 AH as the 
construction date.56 Whereas Tanışık comments that the record in the 'Mırʿāt-ı İstanbul' is 
inadequate, he does not critically assess the facts nor connects them with his own fieldwork. 
Tanışık identifies the fountain's patron with a certain ʿAli Ağa who died in 1751/52 and was 
trained in the janissary corps. A close reading of the inscription points out that the patron had 
made his career in the imperial harem as a eunuch, and was the queen mother's steward before 
he was promoted chief agha. The chronogram was the work of Vehbi Hüseyin, and contains six 
54 Crane, The Garden of The Mosques, 391. 
55 Tanışık has based himself on page 391-392 of Mırʿāt-ı İstanbul: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 52.   
56 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 66.  
 
Fig. 3.22 Wielemaker (2013) İsmaʿil Efendi fountain 
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beyts. From what I could read from the signature in the middle of the epigraph, the calligraphy 
seems to be the work of a certain Mehmed Emin Ağa: 
 
Baş ağası bende-i nām-āveri 
Himmetin vālā merr-i ḫayrātıñ görüb  
 
Ḫayr-cārı bu yerde oldı ceri 
Fıżżī [Yūsuf]-ḫātem gibi ṣudan yeri57 
 
Ketḫüdā-yı vālide sulṭān-iken  
Sābıḳā ḫayr ehliniñ berā şehri58 
 
Ṣu yerine ḫarc idüb sīm ü zeri 
Allah Allah bu nedir mermerki [seyrek 
ebed]59 
 
Kāni kim deldi yolun kim gevheri 
Hem şehinşāh-ı cihān hem māderi  
 
Oldı bir tārīḫ-i lāʿyıḥ Vehbiyā  
Gel gel iç ʿayn-ı ʿAli'den kevseri [1145] 
 
Ketebehü el-faḳīr Meḥmed Emīn teberdār-ı sarāy-ı ʿatīḳ 
 
Tanışık shows a picture in which the calligraphic panel was applied to the outer wall of a 
building, and was inserted in a niche. But when Çeçen made his observations the panel was 
relocated to a lower section of the same wall, after the building had apparently undergone 
renovations sometime before. 
 
  
57 "Ḫayr-cārī". 
58 "Berā" from "berʾ" meaning: a creating, a being created.  
59  Unfortunately the calligraphy has become rather unclear. The verse seems to close with the words "mermerki 
seyrek ebed", but they do not really make sense in the context of the preceding words.  
 
 
Fig. 3.23 Wielemaker (2013) ʿAli Ağa fountain (center bottom)  
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11) Hacı Ahmed Ağa  
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, rectangular 
ground plan  
Location: along the Karabaşdere Caddesi, 
Tophane 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Hacı Ahmed (plot 1046) was 
located in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century 
Karabaş Tekkesi in the south of Fig. 3.24.60 The central niche of the façade was shaped in a 
sober, classical manner, and two smaller niches with a trefoil arch were situated on either side 
of it which according to Tanışık bore the resemblance of a mihrab.61 The reservoir has partially 
sunk beneath the street surface, and the trough is buried underneath. (Fig. 3.25) The 
chronogram was written by Rahmi Mustafa and 
contains seven beyts:  
 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḥān-ı ʿādil-kim odur 
Āb-ı rūy-ı salṭanat şāhān-i dehriñ müfaḫḫarī62 
 
Cū-yı şīr itdi revān […] 
Eyleyüb meʾmūr-ı ekābir merdüm-i dānış-verī63 
 
Ḥāccı-yı Beyt-i Şerīf Aḥmed Ağa-yı pür-himem 
Gümrük-i şehr-i İstānbūl'uñ emīn ü dāveri64 
 
İmtisāl-i emr ü fermān eyleyüb Allah içün 
60 The date of the mosque's renovation in 1874/75 is known, and we know that a certain Sefer Kethüda who was 
the assistant of the overseer of the naval arsenal founded the place: Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 387. 
61 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 103. 
62 "mefharî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 161. 
63 "seyr": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123; "Eyleyüb meʾmūr ona bir": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 161.  
64 "dâderî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123. 
 
Fig. 3.24 Pervititch (1927) sheet 34 "Tchikour-
Bostan Top-hané"  
 
Fig. 3.25 Wielemaker (2013) Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
fountain 
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Ṣıdıḳla itdi edā bu ḫidmet-i müşkilterī65  
 
Çünkü tekmīl itdi meʾmūriyetin iḫlāṣ ile 
Yapdı bu nev-çeşme-i ṣāf u leṭāfet-gösterī66 
 
Bārek-Allah çeşme-sār-ı dil-küşā kim ṣāḥibin 
Eylesün Bārī Hüdā ecr-i cezīliñ maẓharı67  
 
Gelse bir leb-teşne Raḥmī lüle dir tārīḫ içün 
Menbaʿ-ı dil-cū-yı Aḥmed'den al iç māʾ-ı 
Kevserī [1145]68  
 
The various pictures I was able to collect 
testify to an interesting twentieth-century 
Gebrauchsgeschichte. The photograph which 
Tanışık has made of the fountain in 1945 
shows that the small marble panel featuring 
the spout was still in place, and must have vanished afterwards. But the picture does not reveal 
anything about the color in which the structure was cast. Even so, the pictures which Çeçen and 
Özdeniz took during the 1990s, show that the entire structure was covered in turkois green 
paint, while the calligraphy and rosette on the arch's keystone were highlighted with gold. (Fig. 
3.26) Another fascinating image from the 'İstanbul Çeşmeleri Külliyatı' of Necdet Ertuğ shows 
that the walls were cast in ochre yellow, and were covered with a pattern of blue flowers. The 
frame around the central niche was highlighted with blue, and the spandrels of the arch in mint 
green. (Fig. 3.27) The publication of Ertuğ was issued in 2006, but chronologically the 
photograph can be situated either before or after the years Çeçen and Özdeniz documented the 
fountain; Ertuğ gives us no clue. In any case, after 2006 the entire structure was restored. The 
surface was rid of all color, and left to stand neglected in the alley. The map of Pervititch 
indicates that the fountain still provided water during the 1920s, but Tanışık records that the  
65 " Sıdk ile": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123; "Sıdk ile ide": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 161. 
66 "küsterî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123. 
67 "dülkûşâ": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123; "cezîlün": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 161. 
68 Correction of transcription is mine; "lüledir", "ma kevserî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 123; "mâ-Kevseri": Özdeniz, 
Kaptan-ı Derya, 161. 
 
Fig. 3.26 Çeçen (1992) Hacı Ahmed Ağa fountain 
 
Fig. 3.27 Ertuğ (2006) Hacı Ahmed Ağa fountain 
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spout had broken, and disappeared 
beneath the street surface. Su Vakfı 
claims that two additional spouts were 
inserted in the niches on the flanks, but 
there is not mention of this in any other 
study.69 
 
12) Gül Ahmed Ağa  
I. Mahmud çeşmesi 
 
Status: no longer extant 
Type: unknown 
Location: Cihangir   
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain must have been located next to the Gülşeniyye Tekkesi that had recently been 
constructed in the 1720s under the patronage of Damad İbrahim Paşa, and opposite the 
sixteenth-century Sakabaşı and the seventeenth-century Ketencizade ʿÖmer Paşa Mescids.70 
The exact location of the fountain has been indicated in the survey of Pervititch to the 
northwest of plot 1003 in Fig. 3.28. The tekke and mescids on plot 1003 and 1004 respectively 
had supposedly been destroyed in the Cihangir fire of 1915, and Tanışık records that the 
fountain was removed in his time. We do not know anything about the fountain's architectural 
properties. The structure was known as the 'I. Mahmud çeşmesi', but the last beyt of the 
chronogram that contained four beyts ("iki kıtalık") once does not give any clue about patron 
nor poet:  
 
[...] 
Buldu vaḥdet Gülşenī ḥaḳḳā ṣuyun 
Gülşen-i tevḥīde āb oldı revān [1145]71 
 
69 Su Vakfı, http://www.suvakfi.org.tr/detay.asp?id=198&menu=%E7e%FEmeler. 
70 Crane claims that both the Sakabaşı and the Ketencizade ʿÖmer Paşa mescidleri were located on plot 1004 of 
sheet 33 drawn by Pervititch: Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 392-396. 
71 The slight correction of the transcription is mine: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 70. 
 
Fig. 3.28 Pervititch (1926) sheet 33 "Pervouz-Agha Salı 
Bazar"  
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The date of completion indicates that the fountain was endowed as a part of the Taksim project. 
In addition, the chronicle of Subhi claims that the assistant of the grand vizier Gül Ahmed 
constructed a fountain in the vicinity of the Ağa neighborhood in Beyoğlu.72 Based on the 
assumption that the Ağa neighborhood derived its contemporary name from the sixteenth-
century Firuz Ağa Mescidi, which is located in plot 1006 (upper end) in Fig. 3.28, I would 
suggest that Gül Ahmed was the patron of this fountain. The latter was restored in 1855/56 
(1272 AH) by prince Mehmed Reşad Efendi, who wished to commemorate his mother 
Gülcemal Kadın through the endowment of this fountain: 
 
Devletlü necābetlü Meḥmed Reşād Efendi ḫażretleriniñ vālideleri merḥūme 
Gülcemāl ḳadınıñ rūḥ-içün işbu çeşmeyi taʿmīr itmiştir [1272]73  
 
  
72 "ve ketḫüdā-yı ṣadr-ı aʿżam Gül Ahmed Ağa'nın Beyoğlu'nda vāḳiʿ Ağa mahallesinde": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 
169. 
73 Tanışık claims that Mehmed Reşad Efendi was the son of ʿAbdülmecid I, and was crowned Mehmed V in 1909. 
The slight correction of the transcription is mine: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 70. 
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13) Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa  
Aynalı çeşmesi 
 
Status: no longer extant 
Type: double façade meydān çeşmesi 
Location: Beyoğlu 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Gürcü İsmaʿil was located 
in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century 
Kamer Hatun Mescidi (not depicted), and 
was located across from the Aynalı Caddesi that leads downhill into Kasımpaşa. The position 
of the fountain was registered in the survey of Pervititch, and is situated in the middle of Fig. 
3.29. The fountain was demolished in 1942 when the Arslan Sokağı was aligned and 
widened.74 Fortunately, there is one single engraving from the hand of Thomas Allom (1804-
1872) that provides us with an image of the fountain architecture. (Fig. 3.30) The numerous 
engravings which Allom drew of sceneries in and around İstanbul were published in the two 
volume travelogue of Robert Walsh (1772-1852) 'Constantinople and the Scenery of the Seven 
Churches of Asia Minor' in 1838, and I was able to retrieve a contemporary German edition of 
the book.75 The engraving depicts the northwestern façade of what appears to be a meydān 
çeşmesi that looks upon a small cemetery downhill, and behind it the Galata Tower can be seen 
with the Süleymaniye Mosque and Bozdoğan Aqueduct in the background. The façade consists 
of a large protruding niche in the center with a polychrome arch and slender columns on both 
flanks, a calligraphic panel on the upper part, and vegetative patterns on both spandrels and 
inside the niche. Two smaller niches with a muqarnas arch are situated on either sides of the 
central niche, and above them a small cartouche with vegetative motifs is placed. Multiple 
strips of muqarnas motifs run along the upper edge of the façade, and along the waist of the 
central niche. Tanışık has recorded the existence of two façades that must have been quite 
similar in design, and both were crowned by a calligraphic panel. We do not know if the 
pronounced façades were positioned on opposite sides of the reservoir, or next to one another 
74 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 67. 
75 Robert Walsh, Konstantinopel und seine Umgebungen malerisch und geschichtlich dargestellt. Nach dem 
Englischen des Robert Walsh frei bearb. von A. Kaiser; mit 30 Stahlstichen nach Originalzeichnungen von 
Thomas Allom und einer Charte vom Bosporus und der Umgegend von Konstantinopel (Leipzig: Wunder, 1841). 
 
Fig. 3.29 Pervititch (1926) sheet 21 "Kassim-Pacha 
Rampes d'Emin-Djami" 
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on one side. Tanışık registers the last beyt of the two chronograms that contained five and six 
beyts respectively, and claims both were written by Vehbi Hüseyin, although only one of them 
actually mentions his name: 
 
[...] 
Oldı tārīḫe sezā bir ḫayr-ı cārī Vehbīyā 
Vaḳf-ı İsmāʿīl Paşa çeşme-i dil-cū binā [1145] 
 
[...] 
Yapdı bir nev-çeşme kim tārīḫ içün dir lülesi 
ʿĀfiyet olsun iç iç bu ʿayn-ı İsmāʿīl'den [1145]76 
 
 
  
76 The slight correction of the transcription is mine: Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 68. 
 
Fig. 3.30 Thomas Allom (1841) "Ein kleiner Friedhof in Beyoğlu (Pera)" [German edition] 
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14) Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi  
Karanlık çeşmesi, Ziver Efendi ceşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: corner of Işık and Işık 
Çıkmazı Sokakları, Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Şeyhzade Mehmed is 
located opposite the sixteenth-century Hacı Ferhad (Karanlık) Mescidi depicted opposite plot 
695 in Fig. 3.31. The single façade çeşme is made of marble, and shaped according to the sober 
manner established during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The reservoir of the 
fountain has disappeared far beneath the street surface. (Fig. 3.32) Tanşık mistakenly identified 
the patron for a certain Ziver Efendi who allegedly sponsored the construction of the fountain 
in 1118 AH. Yüngül has correctly established that Vardari Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi was the 
actual sponsor, and had the fountain built in 1145 AH.77 The chronogram was written by Vasık 
İbrahim Efendi, and contained five beyts:  
 
Cihān-bān-ı ʿaẓīmü ʾl-ḳadr Ḫān Maḥmūd-ı ẕī-şān kim  
ʿİbāda ʿayn-ı ʿadl u menbaʿ-ı cūd u seḫā oldı  
 
Ricāle emri cārī oldı bünyād-ı ʿuyūn ile  
Bu zībā çeşme de ḥaḳḳā bu mevḳiʿde be-cā oldı78 
 
Cenāb-ı Şeyḫ-zāde zīver-i bezm-i efāżıl kim 
Anadolu'ya revnaḳ baḫş-ı ṣadr-ı iʿtilā oldı79  
 
Velī-i niʿmetiniñ emrini itmāma saʿy itdi  
O şāhinşāh-ı dehre bāʿis ḫayr-ı duʿā oldı80  
77 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 46; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68. 
78 "Ḥaḳḳā": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=827&hid=904/. 
79 Deriving from Tanışık's misunderstanding that a certain Ziver Efendi endowed the fountain, the transcription of 
OKP has taken the adjective for "decorous" for the name "Zīver"; "revnāk": ibid.   
 
Fig. 3.31 Pervititch (1926) sheet 22 "Toz-Koparan" 
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Didim ʿaṭşāna taʿmīr eyleyüb tārīḫini Vāsıḳ 
Bu dil-cū çeşmeniñ ābın içüñ ʿayn-ı şifā oldı81 [1145] 
 
A panel that was still in place in the accounts of Tanışık and Yüngül recorded a renovation in 
the nineteenth century under the patronge of a certain Hacı Ahmed Ağa, but has disappeared 
ever since: 
 
Merḥūm ve mağfūr ilā raḥmet-i Rabbihi ʾl-Ġafūr işbu çeşmeniñ taʿmīri bānisi  
el-Ḥācc Aḥmed Ağa’nıñ rūḥ-içün fātīḥa [1285]82 
 
The fountain was restored sometime 
between 1992 and 2013, and was followed 
by the renovation of the Hacı Ferhad 
Mescidi. The weed and bushes that had 
covered the reservoir after decades of 
neglect were removed, and the entire 
structure was sand-beamed. The 
calligraphic inscription of the chronogram 
was covered in gold paint. Next to that, a 
transparent plastic panel was added to the 
right of the façade, which ignorantly attributes the fountain to Ziver Efendi and provides the 
chronogram's transcription. 
  
80 "Veliyy-i niʿmetiniñ": ibid.  
81 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 97; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=827&hid=904/; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68.  
82 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 97; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=827&hid=905; 
Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 46. 
 
Fig. 3.32 Wielemaker (2013) Şeyhzade Mehmed fountain 
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15) Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası  
 
Status: extant, broken 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, 
square ground plan 
Location: crossing of Catıkkaş 
and İncekaş Sokakları, 
Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The earliest record of the 
fountain's existence is found in the 
map Pervititch drew of the area in 
which it is situated right above plot 689 in Fig. 3.33 in between the sixteenth-century Süruri 
and Hasan Çelebi (Emin Bey Camii) Mescids in plot 691 and 680 respectively. Tanışık has 
skipped the fountain from his research, and Yüngül is the first to include the structure in his 
survey of the Taksim water network. A document named "second certificate" (ikinci ʿilm ü 
ḫaber defteri) in the archive of the Vakıf Sular İdaresi (Bureau of the Endowment Water 
networks) which is currently under administration of İSKİ enlisted the fountain's patron as an 
anonymous person who held the office of assistant of the grand mufti (şeyḫü ʾl-islām 
ketḫüdāsı).83 Unfortunately, the calligraphic panel that was once inserted in the upper part of 
the façade has disappeared. Nonetheless, I presume that the endowment of this specific 
fountain constituted part of the Taksim-project. The architectural traits show striking 
similarities with the other, more sober fountains. The reservoir is shaped according to a 
polygonal ground plan, and is covered with a single façade çeşme that is decorated in the 
classical manner. (Fig. 3.34) The location of the fountain is also telling, because it is situated in 
the midst of the neighborhood that was specifically targeted by the Kasımpaşa water main 
originating in Taksim and supplying seven other fountains. The participation of the grand 
mufti's assistant in the project seems to suggest that the grand mufti Damadzade ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr 
Ahmed Efendi conferred the royal invitation upon his faithful assistant, and put him forward to 
sponsor the construction of a fountain.  
83 Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68. 
 
Fig. 3.33 Pervititch (1926) sheet 21 "Kassim-Pacha Rampes d'Emin-
Djami" 
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Shortly before the implementation of the 
project, ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed had already 
built an imposing fountain in the vicinity 
of the royal Karaağaç Garden Estate in 
1728/29 (1141 AH) of which 
unfortunately nothing has remained but the 
transcription of the chronogram.84 The 
map of Pervititch indicates that the 
fountain still distributed water during the 
1920s, but we do not know when it ran out 
of service. The fountain was restored 
sometime between 2007 and 2013.  
 
16) Vuslat Kadın 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, 
square ground plan  
Location: Ahmetefendi Cami 
Sokağı, opposite Eyyühüm Ahmet 
Camii, Kurtuluş 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Vuslat Kadın is 
situated opposite the Eyyühüm Ahmed Efendi Mescidi (currently a congregational mosque, plot 
671), and in the vicinity of the former dervish lodge of Hüsameddin Uşşaki located in plot 671  
84 For the transcription of the chronogram that is dedicated to the fountain of ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed and was written 
by Nedim and Vehbi Hüseyin, read: Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 251-252; 
Abdülkadir Altunsu claims in his biography of the grand mufti that the latter endowed a fountain in Sütlüce, to the 
north of Hasköy, and situates the structure near the square at the boat landing (Sütlüce iskelesi meydanında); 
Abdülkadir Altunsu, Osmanlı Şeyhülislâmları (Ankara: Ayyıldız Matbaası, 1972), 122; the fountain was most 
probably located next to the sixteenth-century Mahmud Ağa Mosque that is now surrounded by three fountains 
dating 1538/39 (renovated in 1861/62), 1599/1600, and 1926/27. Perhaps the twentieth-century fountain replaced 
the original fountain of the grand mufti: Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 321-323.    
 
Fig. 3.34 Wielemaker (2013) Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 
fountain 
 
Fig. 3.35 Pervititch (1925) sheet 15 "Yeni-Cheïr Tatavla" 
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in Fig. 3.35. The single marble façade was 
decorated in a sober, classical manner, and the 
reservoir was shear cut at the four marble corners 
which allowed for the insertion of a decorative 
muqarnas of which the posterior two have 
remained. (Fig. 3.36) The empty spaces in the 
calligraphic panel were decorated with a 
geometric vegetative pattern. The chronogram 
proper was composed by Vehbi Hüseyin and 
contains four beyts: 
 
Ḫāḳān-ı İskender-ḫaşem Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı Cem-ḫadem   
Kim ʿadl ü dādı dem-be-dem dünyāyı ābād eyledi
   
Ol tāc-dārıñ hem-seri bānū-yı ḫurşīd-aḫterī 
Bu çeşme-i cān-perverī iẕniyle bünyād eyledi85 
 
Ağzı ṣulanır ādemiñ nāmı añılır Zemzem'iñ 
Sıbṭayn-ı faḫr-ı ʿālemiñ rūḥun bu ṣu şād eyledi
   
Meşkūr ide saʿyın Ḫüdā tārīḫini yaz Vehbīyā  
Bu çeşmeyi Vuṣlat Ḳādın īcād u ābād eyledi86 
 
The present condition of the fountain is rather new however, and was delivered sometime 
before 2006 based on the entry in Ertuğ's catalogue. Tanışık records that the fountain still 
provided water in 1945, but the panel in which the spout was originally inserted and the trough 
had disappeared. The posterior reservoir was made from cut stones, and a pyramidal vault 
plastered with cement was placed on top of that. The use of cement indicates that the roof was 
treated shortly before the observation of Tanışık.87 But during the 1990s, Çeçen recorded that  
85 "aḫteri": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1248&hid=1566. 
86 "saʿyin": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 98; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1248&hid=1566; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
68.  
87 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 91. 
 
Fig. 3.36 Wielemaker (2013) Vuslat Kadın 
fountain (rear view)  
 
Fig. 3.37 Çeçen (1992) Vuslat Kadın fountain 
(frontal view)  
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the structure had almost entirely sunk beneath the 
street surface, and that the roof was covered with 
weed. (Fig. 3.37) When the restoration was 
completed the entire structure was dug out, and 
the surface of the façade and reservoir were sand-
beamed on all four sides. Several decorative 
features were highlighted (the columns flanking 
the central niche and the star motif in the 
keystone of the arch which was a rosette 
originally), and the trough was restored. A 
pyramidal roof made of brick tiles was placed on 
top of the reservoir. (Fig. 3.38) 
 
 
 
17) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa  
Süruri çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme 
Location: crossing of Aynalı Çeşme Caddesi 
and Sururiçeşme Sokağı, Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain was located inside the stone ramp 
beneath the precinct of the Süruri Mescidi, which is indicated in plot 691 in Fig. 3.33. Tanışık 
has not registered the fountain in his research, and Yüngül is the first to identify the patron as 
janissary commander ʿAbdülbaki Ağa on the basis of the "second certificate" (ikinci ʿilm ü 
ḫaber defteri) mentioned above.88 The calligraphic panel has disappeared from above the 
façade without a trace. The picture that is provided by Çeçen reveals that the façade was 
covered with a layer of plaster or concrete, and was painted in turkois green during the 1990s. 
88 Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68. 
 
Fig. 3.38 Wielemaker (2013) Vuslat Kadın 
fountain (frontal view)  
 
Fig. 3.39 Wielemaker (2013) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
fountain 
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Next to that, the image displays a tap indicating that the fountain was still operating. However, 
when I made my observations, the layer covering the façade had been removed, and the arch 
that abutted the cut stones of the ramp was exposed. The tap has disappeared from the niche. 
(Fig. 3.39) 
 
18) Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin Paşa  
Kapudan (Hacı) Hüseyin Paşa çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: along Sipahi Fırını Sokağı, 
Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Murabıt Hüseyin was 
located in the hills to the northeast of 
Kasımpaşa in the vicinity of the Mevlevihane, which has almost completely disappeared from 
the urban fabric, although the entrance gate to the tekke precinct is still standing.89 The dervish 
lodge appears to have been renovated simultaneous to the construction of the fountain in 
1731/32 under the patronage of a certain Hasan Ağa.90 The Mevlevihane is depicted in the plot 
above number 692, and the fountain in the upper left corner in Fig. 3.40. The fountain was 
constructed as a freestanding structure with a single façade çeşme of marble that was 
elaborately decorated. (Fig. 3.41) The façade is crowned with a strip of traditional muqarnas 
decoration that stretches out over the entire upper edge, and is seemingly supported by four 
slender pilasters. A rectangular framework displaying vegetative motifs highlights the central 
panel in which the niche is inserted, and the latter is framed within bands showcasing roses, 
tulips, sun flowers, carnations, and hyacinths in vases on the flanks, and fruit baskets on top. 
(Fig. 3.42) Inside, the niche is arched by a sunburst or shell motif in which the utmost ends  
89 Caner Cangül has made an interesting reconstruction of the dervish lodge on the basis of several old 
photographs: http://www.istanbulium.net/2013/12/kasmpasa-mevlevihanesi.html. 
90 Baha Tanman, 'Kasımpaşa Mevlevîhânesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 24 (İstanbul: 2001), 
554-555.  
 
Fig. 3.40 Pervititch (1926) sheet 21 "Kassim-Pacha Rampes 
d'Emin-Djami" 
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display a rosette, and below that a strip of 
muqarnas and vegetative motifs is placed. In the 
middle of the niche, right above the water spout a 
blank circle is carved out that is almost similar to 
the shape we have encoutered in the meydān 
çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan in Azapkapı. 
Perhaps this is an identical reference to a 
(dervish?) turban. The reservoir of the fountain 
has disappeared far beneath the street surface. 
The chronogram was presumably written by 
Murabıt Hüseyin himself and contains eight 
beyts: 
 
Ḫabbeẕā Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḫān kim 
Mesned-ārā şehriyār-ı ḫāfıḳeyn  
 
Böyle bir āsārā ḳıldı ihtimām  
Nāʾil-i maḳṣūd olā fî ʾl-ʿālemeyn  
 
Olacak aʿyāna taḳsīmü ʾl-ʿuyūn 
İmtisālen didiler bir reʾis-i ʿayn  
 
Ḳapūdān Paşa ki icrā eyledi 
Oldı ḥaḳḳā işbu çeşme nūr-ı ʿayn 
 
Ḥüsn-i ḥāl ile mürābıṭdır velī 
Nām ü şānıdır ki el-Ḥācc Ḥüseyn 
 
Vardı ṣuyunca bu ḫayrıñ dāʾima 
Bāğ-ı ümmīdī ola güllerle zeyn   
 
Şād ola rūḥu İmāmeyn'üñ müdām 
 
Fig. 3.41 Özdeniz (1995) Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin 
fountain  
 
Fig. 3.42 Yüngul (1957) Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin 
fountain 
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Kıldığınca ābını icrā bu ʿayn 
 
Kerbelā ehli tevārīḫin oḳur 
Teşnegāna māʾ diyü ʿayn-ı Ḥüseyn 
[1145]91 
 
Tanışık records that the fountain was still 
operating in 1945, and his pictures reveal 
that the reservoir was covered with a layer 
of concrete that started to fall apart by the 
time Yüngül studied the water network in 
1957. (Fig. 3.42) During the 1990s, the outer wall of the reservoir resurfaced and the water 
spout was reinstated. Sometime before 2009, the entire façade was restored, and severely sand-
beamed uncovering the red stones in the wall. (Fig. 3.43) The water spout seemed to have been 
temporarily removed, when I made my observations.  
  
91 Barışta, İstanbul Çeşmeleri: Beyoğlu Cihetindeki Meyva Tabağı Motifleriyle Bezenmiş Tek Cepheli Anıt 
Çeşmeler; Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 99-101; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 289; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68-70. 
 
Fig. 3.43 Wielemaker (2013) Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin 
fountain 
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19) Yaʿkub Ağa  
 
Status: extant, not operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: along Sipahifırını Sokağı, 
across from Yakupağa Sokağı, 
Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain (center left of plot 707) was located behind the sixteenth-century Yahya Kethüda 
Mosque in plot 706 in Fig. 3.44, and was shaped in the sober and classical manner established 
during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The fountain consists of a single façade with an 
arch above which the calligraphic panel is applied. There is no sign of any decoration. (Fig. 
3.45) The chronogram was composed by Hanif Ağa, and contains two beyts: 
 
 Şāh-ı devrānıñ silāḥdārı ağa-yı ḫoş-ḫiṣāl  
Yaʿnī kim Yaʿḳūb Ağa ol bānī-yi ṣāḥib-i 
kemāl92 
 
Çeşmesi tārīḫini böyle nidā eyler Ḥanīf 
İçiñ Allah ʿaşḳına bu çeşmeden māʾ-i zülāl 
[1145]93 
 
Tanışık states that the fountain was situated below a building and was still operating, but the 
picture shows that the trough had sunk beneath the street surface.94 The picture of Çeçen 
demonstrates that several architectural elements of the façade were highlighted with brown 
paint at some point: the niche, arch, and frame around the calligraphic panel. The calligraphic 
panel was cast in green. (Fig. 3.46) Sometime between 1992 and 2006, the fountain's surface  
92 "ṣāḥib-kemāl": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=783&hid=858. 
93 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 98; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=783&hid=858; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 69.  
94 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 95-96. 
 
Fig. 3.44 Pervititch (1926) sheet 22 "Toz-Koparan" 
 
Fig. 3.45 Wielemaker (2013) Yaʿkub Ağa fountain 
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was cleared of its paint (the calligraphic panel excluded), and 
the rosette on the keystone of the arch had disappeared. 
Afterwards (but before 2013), the weed and bushes that were 
hanging over the façade were cut in order to render its visibility, 
and the surface was sand-beamed. The calligraphic panel was 
carefully cleaned, and a star motif was applied to the arch's 
keystone. 
 
20) Köprülü Hafız Ahmed Paşa  
Tevkî'î Hafız Ahmed çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, polygonal 
ground plan 
Location: beginning of Kazancı Yokuşu, 
Taksim 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Köprülü Ahmed was presumably 
constructed as a freestanding structure opposite 
the seventeenth-century Kazğancı ʿAli Ağa 
Mescidi depicted to the north of plot 955 in Fig. 
3.47. The reservoir is made from cut stone, and 
shaped according to a polygonal ground plan. The side facing the crossing of the Kazğancı 
Yokuşu and the Pürtelaş Sokağı is covered with a marble panel that slightly continues onto the 
adjacent sides. A protruding panel in the center catches the attention of the passers-by, and 
displays a niche that is flanked by two slender columns, and an arch of polychrome voussoirs. 
(Fig. 3.48) Two smaller niches are inserted on either side of the central façade, but are each 
positioned on a different height. The façade is shaped in the classical manner. Decorative 
motifs were kept restricted to the spandrels where two geometric roses are depicted, and to the 
inside of the niche in which a strip of muqarnas and vegetative motifs is displayed. Above the 
arch, a calligraphic panel is inserted of which the empty cartouches are enriched with floral 
 
Fig. 3.46 Çeçen (1992) Yaʿkub 
Ağa fountain 
 
Fig. 3.47 Pervititch (1926) sheet 31 "Djihanghir 
Foundoukli" 
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motifs and hyacinths. The chronogram proper was the work of Behçet Mehmed Efendi,95 and 
contains fourteen beyts including the basmala and shahada formulas in the introduction:  
 
Bismī llahī r-raḫmani ʾr-raḫīm 
Lāʾ ilāhaʾ illā-llah Muḥammadun rasūlu-llah 
 
Māder-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd ḫayr-ı ḫayrü ʾn-nisā 
Tāc-ı ʿiṣmet dürretü ʾl-ʿiffet selāṭin-i ʿifāf96  
 
Cūş idüb deryā-yı ḫayrī teşnegān-ı ʿālemī  
Eyledi sīrāb ü reyyān-çün be-ḳadr-ı iktitāf97  
 
Bu keremden ḥiṣṣedār āʿlā vu ednā sū-be-sū 
Oldı müstaġraḳ-ı rāḥat işte ḫalḳ bi-ḫilāf  
 
Ḳābaṭāş Ṭopḫāne Ḳāsımpaşa maʿmūr oldılar 
Böyle ḫayrāt-ı ʿaẓīmü ʾş-şānıyla kīl-i iʿtirāf98
  
Her ricāl-ı devlete bir çeşme iḥsān eyleyüb 
Eyledi Aḥmed Paşa'yı-da bu ḫayre müżāf 
 
Öyle Aḥmed Paşa kim ḫānedān-ı devletiñ  
Bendesidir ol vezīr ibn-i vezīr ehl-i muṣāf  
 
Pādişāh-ı rubʿ-i meskūnuñ nişān-ı ʿadline   
Oldı tevḳīʿī zamān-ı ʿadli verdi inkişāf  
 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd ibn-i Sulṭān Muṣṭafā 
Ḫallada Allah ʿömrehū Sulṭānehü bi ʾl-iktitāf99  
95 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 73.  
96 "hayyir-î hayr-ün-nisâ": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 132-133; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisler, 60.  
97 "bi-kadrî iktitaf": ibid.  
98 "kıl iʿtirāf": ibid.  
99 "Halled": ibid.  
 
Fig. 3.48 Wielemaker (2013) Köprülü Ahmed fountain 
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Ḫān bin ḫān-ı Āl-i ʿOsmān mālik-i rū-yı zemīn 
Āʿẓam-ı ḫākān şehinşāh-ı cihān ṣāḥib-siyāf100 
 
Çākir-i ednāsıdır Keyḥüsrev ü Dārā vu Cem 
Āsitān-i devletīdir cümleye cāy-yı müṭāf101  
 
Vālide Sulṭān bir ḫayre muvaffaḳ oldı-kim 
Devlet-i evvelde mesbūḳ olmadı bī-iḫtilāf102
  
Dergehiñde kıl ḳabūl ḫayr-i celīlü ʾş-şāninī 
Neccinā yevmü ʾl-ḳıyām yā Rabbenā mimmā 
neḫāf 
 
Behcetī ʿaṭşāna tārīḫ-i ḫitāmın söyledim  
Çeşme-i Aḥmed Paşa oldı cārī āb-ı ṣāf [1145]103  
 
Pervititch estimated that the fountain still contained water during the 1920s, but it had run out 
of service in the time of Tanışık. A small overhanging roof was situated above the façade when 
both Tanışık and Yüngül made their observations, but disappeared in the following decades. 
(Fig. 3.49) The structure was sand-beamed and restored somewhere between 1992 and 2013, 
but is still not operating as a fountain, and the trough has partly sunk beneath the street surface. 
  
100 "Hân bin Hân Âl-î Osman": ibid.  
101 "Çêker-î": ibid.  
102 "muvafak": ibid.  
103 Correction of transcription is mine: Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 132-133; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisler, 60. 
 
Fig. 3.49 Yüngül (1975) Köprülü Ahmed fountain 
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21) Hacı Beşir Ağa  
 
Status: extant, not operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme 
Location: intersection of Bolahenk 
Sokağı, Kazancı and Mebusan 
Yokuşları, in the corner, Fındıklı 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Hacı Beşir Ağa was 
originally situated below the seventeenth-
century Hacı Receb Mescidi (plot 971 in 
Fig. 3.50), but appears to have been relocated during the nineteenth century. From what is left 
of the initial outlook, the fountain seems to have been designed in the sober manner of the 
classical period. Only the trough displays a profusion of ornaments. (Fig. 3.51) The upper edge 
is adorned with vegetative motifs, while the surface below is decorated with four large circles 
in which a flower is surrounded by a garland of vegetative motifs. Cartouches displaying 
vegetative patterns are placed on the intervals between the four flowers. (Fig. 3.52) The 
chronogram was presumably written by Hacı Beşir himself and consists of nine beyts: 
 
Cenāb-ı Ḥażret-i Ḥāccı Beşir Ağa-yı dānā kim 
Ḫavāṣṣıñ iftiḫārı maḥrem-i Sulṭān-ı aʿẓāmdır104 
 
O ẕāt-ı mekrümet-pīrā-yı vālā-ḳadr-ı ʿırfānıñ 
Dil-i feyż-i āşinā-yı ṣāfı her kārında mülhemdir105 
 
ʿAceb-mi mülhem olmaḳ ṭabʿ-ı gevher-sencine zīrā   
Der-i devlet meʾābī teşne-i ümmīde maḳsemdir106 
 
104 "Ağa-yi": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=792&hid=4369; "âşinâsî": 
Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 134; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 60.  
105 "mekremet", "vālā-ḳadr-i": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 134; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=792&hid=4369; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 60. 
106 "Der-i devlet-meʿābı": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=792&hid=4369. 
 
Fig. 3.50 Pervititch (1926) sheet 31 "Djihanghir 
Foundoukli" 
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Nice maḳsem-ki feyż-i reşḥa-i gevher-nisārından 
Gül-i āmāli erbāb-ı diliñ ser-sebz ü [pür-nemdir]107 
 
Ḥuṣūṣā itdi icrā bu maḥalle ebr-i cūdundan 
Bu āb-ı ṣāfī kim ḥālet-fezā-yı neşʾe-i demdir108 
 
Nice ḫayrāt-ı mevfūra muvaffaḳ eyleye Bārī    
Duʿā-yı devletī şām ü seḥer zīrā ki elzemdir109   
 
Nihāl-ı devletin sīrāb u ḫandān eyleye her dem 
Ḫüdā-yı lem-yezel kim kār-sāẕ-ı bezm-i ʿālemdir 
 
Bu zībā mevḳʿin her mıṣraʿ-ı rengīn ü mevzūnu     
[...] bünyāda tārīḫ-i müsellemdir110 
 
İdüb bu Kevserī icrā Beşīr Ağa-yı mükerremdir 
Gel iç bu çeşme-i raʿnānıñ āb-ı pāki Zemzem'dir 
[1145]111 
 
The map of Pervititch in Fig. 3.50 projects the reorganization of the street pattern that was 
precipitated by the ravaging fire of 1915. The conflagration appears to have transformed the 
area into a wasteland that offered urban developers a carte blanche for renewal. The old 
photograph in Fig. 3.53 shows the burnt down Hacı Receb Mescidi in the front, and the ruins of 
Hacı Beşir's fountain in the far right corner. The location converges with that which is indicated 
in the map of Pervititch, as well as with the present-day position of the fountain.  
107 "feyz-i rişte", "Küll-i âmâli", "ser-sebz ü [hurem]dir": Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 2, 69. 
108 "Hasbeten etdi", "ebr-i [âb-ı] cūdun", "neşʾe-i bemmdir": Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 2, 69; 
"neşʾe-î hamdır": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 134; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 60. 
109 "Duâ-i devâ-yı": Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 2, 69; "devleti": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=792&hid=4369. 
110 "bu zîbâ mevki'in", "[… …] dünyâda": Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 2, 69.  
111 "Eden bu Kevseri", "Ağa-yı mükrimdir", "āb-ı pāḳi": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=792&hid=4369. 
 
Fig. 3.51 Wielemaker (2013) Hacı Beşir Ağa 
fountain 
 
Fig. 3.52 Wielemaker (2013) Hacı Beşir Ağa 
fountain (trough) 
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Şebnem Akalın has claimed that the fountain (or what was left of it) was relocated as early as 
1823, when a huge conflagration precipitated the widening of the road.112 Tanışık confirms that 
the fountain was dismantled, and relocated beneath the staircase wall that leads up to the Ağa 
Çırağı Sokağı. Even so, he does not provide us with the exact date of this operation.113 The map 
of Pervititch indicates that the fountain was still operating during the 1920s, but Tanışık 
claimed that the fountain lost its water capacity after the relocation. So was the fountain 
relocated for a second time in the early twentieth century? Tanışık was most probably wrong in 
his claim. Instead, Şebnem Akalın asserts that the fountain was reconnected to the Taksim 
water network after its relocation, and that the fire of 1915 had destroyed the water supply line. 
The calligraphic panel in which segments of the chronogram have vanished testifies to the 
turbulent Gebrauchsgeschichte of the fountain, and together with the trough seem to be the 
only remnants of the original structure. The latter disappeared under the street surface between 
1943 and 1992, and was covered beneath the asphalt. But sometime before 2013, the entire 
façade was dug out and cleaned, and the calligraphic panel was cast in green while the 
chronogram was highlighted with gold paint. 
112 Şebnem Akalın, 'Hacı Beşir Ağa Çeşmesi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 3 (İstanbul: Kültür 
Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 468.  
113 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 72. 
 
Fig. 3.53 Eski İstanbul Fotoğrafları (Facebook) Hacı Receb Mescidi and environs after great fire of 1915  
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22) Saʿdullah Efendi 
 
Status: no longer extant 
Type: single façade wall çeşme 
Location: Fındıklı  
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Saʿdullah Efendi was located next to the sixteenth-century Alçak Dam Mescidi 
in plot 972 of Fig. 3.50. Tanışık narrates that the fountain was located next to the ruins of the 
mosque, and that it was suffocating between the high apartment blocks and the heaps of rubble. 
The reservoir appears to have been adorned with a single marble façade, that featured a large 
niche with trefoil arch, and presumably a water spout on the inside.114 (Fig. 3.54) The fountain 
still existed in the time of Yüngül, and the latter has provided us with the chronogram that was 
inscribed in the calligraphic panel. The chronogram was composed by Siraci Siraceddin Efendi, 
and contains five beyts:115  
 
Mekārim-pīşe ḫayr-endīşe Saʿdullah Efendi kim 
Muvaffaḳ eylemiş ḫayrāt ü iḥsāne anı mevlā 
 
İdüb teşmīr-i sāḳı himmet ü saʿyın reh-i ḫayre 
Cihānda dem-be-dem āsār-ı nev itmekdedir peydā116 
 
Binā idüb bu dil-cū çeşme-sārı fī sebīli ʾl-llah 
Yeñiden ʿayn-ı Ḫıẕr'ıñ eyledi nāmın yine iḥyā 
 
Ḥarāretden ciğer-sūzān görüb Fındıklı'nıñ ḫalḳın 
Zülāl-i şefḳatından teşnegānın eyledi irvā  
 
Sirācī söyledim tebşir idüb ʿaṭşāna tārīḫin 
Gel iç ṣu çeşme-sār-ı pāk-ı Saʿdullah'dan ṣıḥḥā [1145]117 
 
114 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 70-71. 
115 Ibid, 72.  
116 "Edip teşmîr-i sâk-î": Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 60. 
117 Correction of transcription is mine: Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 60. 
 
Fig. 3.54 Tanışık (1945) Saʿdullah Efendi 
fountain 
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The calculation of the last hemistich learns us that 1145 AH was the date of completion, and 
not 1146 AH as suggested by Yüngül. The ruins of the Alçak Dam Mescidi are still visible 
however, and have indeed been surrounded by the apartment blocks along the Pürtelaş Sokağı 
in Fındıklı. Perhaps the fountain is covered beneath the rubble, and hidden between the tall 
apartments. 
 
23) Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed Efendi 
Köşe çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, polygonal ground plan 
Location: crossing of Susam and Samanyolu Sokakları, Cihangir 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The 'Köşe çeşmesi' 
had apparently long 
lost the calligraphic 
panel recording its 
patron and const-
ruction date, hence 
the entire structure is 
not recorded in the 
work of Tanışık nor 
Yüngül. So what do 
we know about the 
fountain? The map of 
Pervititch shows that 
the fountain, which is 
situated in the center right of Fig. 3.55, still distributed water during the 1920s. Çeçen is the 
first to include the fountain in his survey, and claims that the reservoir was provisioned from 
the water distributor in Taksim. But the fountain had long run out of water in his time.118 I 
118 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 124.  
 
Fig. 3.55 Pervititch (1926) sheet 33 "Pervouz Agha Sali Bazar" 
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presume that the endowment of this fountain was part and parcel of the Taksim project on the 
basis of two factors: the 
architecture and location.  
 In the first place, the 
specific architecture of the 
fountain shows resemblance to 
the other classically shaped 
structures that were built in 
1732. The image of Caner 
Cangül suggests that the 
reservoir was shaped according 
to a polygonal ground plan, 
and consisted of a central niche 
that was flanked by two 
smaller niches. (Fig. 3.56) The 
reservoir had largely sunk 
beneath the street surface, and 
was severely damaged through 
soot and dirt. The central niche 
was framed in a panel of fluted 
columns, and the upper part 
exposed rectangular holes in the surface that must have served the application of a calligraphic 
panel. The arch around the central niche exposed similar rectangular holes that seem to have 
been applied at regular intervals. Between 2009 and 2013, the fountain was drastically restored 
(sand-beamed) and reshaped apparently following the example of the Köprülü Ahmed's 
fountain near Taksim. (Fig. 3.57) The entire structure was dug out, and a polychrome arch had 
been created in the façade with red and gray voussoirs. Slender columns were cut out in the 
flanks of the central panel. Two additional and smaller niches were recovered on the two 
opposite sides of the reservoir, and above them a semicircle with flower had become visible. 
(Fig. 3.58) The situation of the fountain on this specific location is also telling: it was built on 
top of the hill that went down to the Cihangir Mosque (plot 989 in Fig. 3.55) that had burned  
 
Fig. 3.56 Cangül (2009) Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed fountain 
 
Fig. 3.57 Wielemaker (2013) Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed fountain 
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down in 1720. Prior to its 
destruction, the con-
gregational mosque had 
housed a dervish lodge 
that originated sometime 
in the seventeenth century 
with a Halvetiyye şeyh.119 
More so, another small 
lodge was located in its 
vicinity in the İlyas 
Çelebi Zaviyesi nearby 
(plot 1018 in Fig. 3.55) whose founder was as-sociated with the Kadiriyye order.120 According 
to Ayvansarayi the seventeenth-century Topçu Odaları Mescidi must have been located in this 
area (perhaps plot 990 or 991 in Fig. 3.55), close to the Cihangir Mosque. However, no 
physical trace has remained and the structure had already disappeared toward the end of the 
nineteenth century.121 Thus, the fountain was located on a strategic position within the 
neighborhood in between several (religious) communal centers in order to facilitate the creation 
of public space, and provide in the general water necessity.  
 The specifics of the architecture and the historical circumstances of the neighborhood in 
which the fountain was situated, make it plausible that the structure was constructed within the 
ramifications of the Taksim project. On the basis of elimination (which state official patronized 
the building of what specific fountain?), I have based my hypothesis that the chief judge of 
Rumelia Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed targeted this specific area for patronage. His choice for this 
area was not only determined by the population density as reflected in the number of mosques 
and convents. Most relevant to his personal deliberations must have been the dervish-heavy 
character of the area, since Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed was himself an advanced initiate (ḫalīfe) 
in the Kadiriyye dervish order. However, further research into the foundation documents of the 
fountain proper and the Taksim water network in general should either make or break this 
assertion. 
  
119 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 393-394.  
120 Ibid, 394. 
121 Ibid, 393.  
  
Fig. 3.58 Wielemaker (2013) Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed fountain, left and right 
corners 
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24) Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi  
Bereketzade çeşmesi 
 
Status: extant, moved to a new location, 
operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme with two smaller 
fountains to the side 
Location: opposite the Galata Tower, Galata 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Üçanbarlı Mehmed is nowadays 
situated against a wall in the corner of the square 
that surrounds the Galata Tower, removed from its 
original spot next to the Bereketzade Mescidi. A 
protruding central niche with spout that is flanked by two smaller fountains compose the large 
façade of the fountain. (Fig. 3.59) There is no posterior reservoir although the fountain does 
still provide water. The decorative program seems to focus on the upper part of the façade with 
a profusion of ornaments, while the lower part is shaped in a more sober manner. A strip 
combining muqarnas and vegetative motifs is situated along the entire length of the upper edge, 
and the central niche is highlighted within a classical framework of slender columns on each 
side. A strip of three cartouches is arranged on both flanks of which the upper two display a 
vase of flowers, and the bottom cartouche is empty. The vases with flowers are separated by an 
inscription of two beyts on both sides that is composed by Hafız Efendi.122 The right flank 
reads:  
 
Ḥāfıẓā bir olub dü mıṣraʿ ider   
İki tārīḫi çeşmeye taḳsīm123 
 
And the left flank:  
 
Māʾ bu tesnīmi cūy-ı cennetden 1145  
122 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 77. 
123 OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1649. 
 
Fig. 3.59 Wielemaker (2013) Üçanbarlı Mehmed 
fountain 
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Aḳıdı iç ʿayenān-ı tecriyān-ı Naʿīm 1145124 
 
A calligraphic panel is applied to the upper part of the central niche, and above that a band is 
arranged in which four fruit baskets are depicted that are separated by bouquets of flowers. The 
chronogram came from the pen of the same Hafız Efendi and contains twelve beyts:  
 
ʿAyn-ı şefḳat menbaʿ-ı āb-ı zülāl-ı merḥamet 
Mehd-i şevket māder-i sulṭān-ı maḥmūdu ʾl-fiʿāl125 
  
Dürc-i ʿiṣmet-i Vālide Sulṭān ki oldı dāʾimā 
Kārı fikr-i bāḳiyāt-ı ṣāliḥāta işteġāl126  
 
Ṣıdḳıyla bir ḫayr-i cārī itdi kim girmez ele 
Ṣu yerine ḳılsalar maḥzen ṭolusu beẕl-i māl127  
 
Yaʿnī şehr-i müslime ābād ile Ṭopḫāne'niñ 
İḥtiyāc-ı ābdan itdikde ḫalḳı ʿarżuḥāl128 
 
Gūş idüb ṭabʿında cūy-ı merḥamet cūş eyledi 
Ḥażr-ı tevfīḳ-i ilāhī oldı rāh-ı ḫayra dāll129 
 
Eyledi tā ki biniş bir gün Kemerler semtine 
Nūr-ı ʿayn-ı Ḥażret-i Ḫāḳān-ı İskender-misāl130  
 
Gör şu teʾyīd-i ḥaḳḳī tevfīḳ-i feyż-i muṭlaḳı 
Ṣuyu ṣāfī ābı vāfī eylemekde eyler ḫayāl131 
  
124 OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1649. 
125 "āb-ı zülāli merḥamet": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1644. 
126 "Dürc-i ʿiṣmet vālide sulṭān": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1644; "Derc-i ismet Valide Sultan": 
Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 115-116. 
127 "Ṣıdḳ ile": ibid.  
128 "arż-ı ḥāl": ibid. 
129 "Ḫıżr-ı tevfīḳ-i ilāhī", "rāh-ı ḫayra dāl": ibid.    
130 "Nūr-ı ʿaynı": ibid.  
131 "Ḥaḳī": ibid.  
 
Fig. 3.60 Theunissen (2011) Üçanbarlı Mehmed 
fountain 
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Āb-ı rūyın kūhsār itdi ayağına nisār 
Ḳıldı yaşın çeşme-i ḥayvān yolunda ḫāk-māl132 
 
İtdiler hem çeşmeler bünyād idüb irvā-yı dehr 
Ḳıldılar hem fażlasın taḳsīm-i eṣḥāb-ı celāl   
 
İşte ez-cümle bu cūy-ı Kevser-āsā çeşmesi 
Defter-i şıḳḳ-ı evvel yapdı bā-iḫlāṣ-ı bāl133 
 
Ol Meḥmed-i nām ve maḥmūdu ʾl-meʾasīr kim odur 
Ḫayr-ḫvāh-ı salṭānat āb-ı ruḥ-ı ehl-i kemāl134 
  
Ṣu gibi ezberleyüb Ḥāfıẓ oḳur tārīḫini  
İç Muḥammed ʿaşḳına māʾ-ı çeşmeden āb-ı zülāl 1145135 
 
The central niche has a dentilated 
trefoil arch of which the 
spandrels display a rich 
arrangement of vegetative and 
floral patterns that seem to 
contain some Baroque elements 
(although details from the relief 
have already started to fade). 
Strips of muqarnas and 
vegetative motifs run along the 
waist inside the niche. A cartouche with a vase of flowers on a pedestal is positioned on either 
side of the frame in which the spout is inserted, and that is decorated in a sober, classical 
manner. (Fig. 3.60) The apex showcases the inscription " ﺎﺷ ﺎﻣ نﺎﻛ ﷲ " (mā şa’a allah kāne) 
meaning "what God orders occurs", and the inscription that is situated above the frame of the 
spout reads the last section of sura 21:30 from the Qurʾan: 
132 "Āb-ı rūyun": ibid. 
133 "Kevser-āsā çeşmeyi", "Defterī-i şıḳḳ-ı evvel": ibid.  
134 "Mehemmed": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1644; 
"Muhammed": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 115-116. 
135 "Hafız akur": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 115-116; "mā çeşmeden āb-ı zülāl": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1644. 
  
Fig. 3.61 Wielemaker (2013) Üçanbarlı Mehmed, left and right flanks  
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نﻮﻨﻣﺆﯾ ﻼﻓا ﻲﺣ ءﻲﺷ ﻞﻛ ءﺎﻤﻟا ﻦﻣ و136 
 
The central niche is flanked by two smaller fountains on either side that are both framed within 
a list of geometric vegetative patterns. (Fig. 3.61) A reversed cupola catches the water from the 
spout. The latter is inserted in a niche that displays a coronet against the background, and is 
crowned by a shell motif. A short inscription adorns both fountains reading the basmala 
formula on the right flank, and a section of sura 76:18 from the Qurʾan on the left:  
 
Bismī llahī ʾr-raḫmani ʾr-raḫīm 
ʿAynen fī hā tesnīmi Selsebīlā137 
 
Tanışık provides an engraving from the personal 
collection of Süheyl Ünver that was drawn by 
Eugène Flandin (1809-1889), and published in the 
latter's travelogue 'L'Orient' in 1853. The 
engraving depicts the fountain on its original 
location in a neighborhood that lies at the foot of 
the Galata Tower. (Fig. 3.62) Tanışık tells us that 
the fountain was located in the vicinity of the 
Bereketzade Mescidi. The chronicle of Subhi 
mentions that Üçanbarlı Mehmed built a fountain 
near the Kulekapısı in Galata.138 The German 
Archeological Institute in İstanbul produced the 
first photographic registration of the fountain, and 
learns us that the fountain was situated somewhere 
along the Bereketzade Camii Sokağı. (Fig. 3.63) Unfortunately, I could not determine the exact 
location of the fountain. The map which Nirven made of the area in 1949 indicates that the plot 
of the present-day Bereketzade Mescidi (indicated in the center) was empty, and gives no sign 
of the fountain. (Fig. 3.64)  
136 The relevant section is highlighted in thick letters: "Have those who disbelieved not considered that the heavens 
and the earth were a joined entity, and We separated them and made from water every living thing? Then will 
they not believe?": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1645. 
137 The italics convey a section of sura 76:18 from the Qurʾan ﻞﯿﺒ�ﺴﻠﺳ ﻰﻤ�ﺴﺗ ﺎ�ﮭﯿﻓ ﺎ�ﻨﯿﻋ that refers to the river "Selsebil" 
in Paradise: OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1648. 
138 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 167-169. 
 
Fig. 3.62 Eugène Flandin (1853) no description 
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 Nevertheless, despite the abovementioned clues and the narrative of the chronogram 
clearly referring to "Mehmed" (Ol Meḥmed-i nām) and "the chief finance officer" (Defter-i 
şıḳḳ-ı evvel yapdı) there is some confusion in current art-historical scholarship about the patron 
and construction date of the fountain.139 The confusion presumably originated with 
Ayvansarayi who claimed that the Bereketzade Mescidi was endowed by a certain Hacı ʿAli bin 
Hasan, and that the name 'Bereketzade' was taken from the foundational document of the 
fountain.140 When the fountain was renovated in 1844/45 (1260 AH) under the patronage of 
Bezm-i ʿAlem Valide Sultan, Nazıf Mehmed Efendi composed a chronogram for the 
restoration that was applied inside the fountain's niche. His poem attributes the endowment of 
the fountain to the müʾezzin of Mehmed II, the conquerer of İstanbul:  
 
Bānisi oldı muḳaddem Fātiḥ'iñ müʾeẕẕini 
İşbu ʿizzetle bu ʿaynı böylece inşā ḳılan 
 
Bunları devr-i felek ḳıldı ḫarāb-ender-ḫarāb 
Bir ṭarafdan ḳalmadı bānisini yād eyleyen 
 
Mehd-i ʿulyānıñ mübārek dīdesini rāst gelüb 
Der-ʿaḳab iḥyāsına emr eyledi ol sāyeden 
 
Ḫazīnedār-ı Aʿżm-ı Cemāl-kim sāyesinde nām 
alub 
Cān u bāş üzere diyüb taʿmīren iḥyā itdiren 
 
Mehd-i ʿulyāya duʿā ḳılsa sezā ehl-i zemīn  
Bir ṭarafdan ẕāt-ı pāki bir ṭarafda bendeden 
 
Cümle-i ḫayrāta sāʿyi oldılar Allāh içün  
Rāḥat olmaya bunu inkārla olan lāf-zen141  
 
Biñde bir düşer didi nāẓım Nāẓıf tārīḫini  
139 Semavi Eyice, 'Bereketzâde Çeşmesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 5 (İstanbul: 1992), 489-
490; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/information.aspx?ref=gmap&bid=1300&hid=1640. 
140 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 359. 
141 "sāʿī oldılar": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1300&hid=1640. 
 
Fig. 3.63 Deutsches Archäologisches Institut 
(1890s) "N.972 Fontaine Bèrèket-zadé" 
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İç bu māʾ-ı Kevserī Aʿzm-ı Cemāl icrā iden 
[1260]142 
 
The chronogram of Nazıf Mehmed clearly 
alludes to the earlier cited eighteenth-
century chronogram of Hafız Efendi in 
which the queen mother is said to have been 
alerted by the condition of Galata, and 
consequently ordered her servant to endow a 
fountain in the area. In a similar vein, Nazıf 
Mehmed narrates that "the blessed eyes of the womb of majesty [queen mother]" fell on the 
dilapidated fountain, and that she ordered the palace treasurer Aʿzm-ı Cemal to restore the 
fountain. Bezm-i ʿAlem Valide Sultan must have intended this specific act of building 
patronage and renovation to be a sign of dynastic continuity. After all, the eighteenth-century 
fountain was also founded by royal decree of the queen mother, and sponsored with the wealth 
of the chief finance officer. However, she and her contemporaries might have mistakenly 
conceived of the term 'defter-i şıkk-ı evvel' to be the palace treasurer and not the predecessor of 
their finance minister.  
 In the first line, Nazıf Mehmed claims the anonymous müʾezzin of Mehmed II to be the 
original patron, though at the same time he acknowledges that nothing has remained that is 
reminiscent of him ("Bir ṭarafdan ḳalmadı bānisini yād eyleyen"). On a different note, 
Ayvansarayi connects the fountain of Üçanbarlı Mehmed to the Bereketzade Mescidi, which 
according to him derived its epithet from the former, and was the charitable work of Hacı ʿAli 
bin Hasan. But Ayvansarayi does not trace the origins of the mescid back to the fifteenth 
century nor to the müʾezzin of Mehmed II. Nonetheless, this did not stop art-historical scholars  
to combine what little clues there were, and conclude that a certain Bereketzade Hacı ʿAli 
Efendi constructed the mescid during the reign of Mahmud I and restored the fountain of 
Mehmed II's müʾezzin.143 There is absolutely no evidence to support this ahistorical 
assumption. A more plausible theory would be that the mescid was founded in the fifteenth 
century after the conquest of İstanbul, whereas the fountain was constructed under the 
patronage of Üçanbarlı Mehmed in 1732. Possibly, the latter also financed the renovation of the 
142 "İç bu mā-i Kevs̱eri ‘Azm-i Cemāl icra eden": ibid. 
143 Eyice, 'Bereketzâde Çeşmesi', 489-490; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/information.aspx?ref=gmap&bid=1300&hid=1640. 
 
Fig. 3.64 Suat Nirven (1949) sheet 39&44 "Karaköy 
civarı" 
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mescid. The chronogram of Hafız Efendi makes no reference to the time of Mehmed II nor to 
his müʾezzin. Therefore, the foundation myth must have been part of the oral history that was 
developing in the nineteenth-century neighborhood, and was adopted by Nazıf Mehmed in his 
poem. Hacı ʿAli bin Hasan might have been the patron who endowed the Bereketzade Mescid  
in the fifteenth century, or financed its restoration in 1825/26 (1241 AH).144  
 A second important renovation was 
executed shortly before the First World War under 
supervision of the Şehri Muhipleri Cemiyeti that 
was composed of both French and Turkish 
members who wished to beautify the monumental 
character of İstanbul.145 The fountain did not 
provide any water when Tanışık did his research in 
1945, and was damaged considerably. The 
nineteenth-century overhanging roof had 
disappeared, some marble panels were broken, and 
the surface was covered with soot. (Fig. 3.65) The 
fountain was restored and transferred to its present 
location in 1958, where it was connected to the 
still operative water network of ʿAbdülhamid II.146 
The lead roof that is currently placed on top of the 
façade most probably originates in this restoration. 
A third and last restoration of the structure was 
executed somewhere before 2013: the marble was cleaned and rid of the graffiti messages. 
144 The Baroque fountain on the corner of the mosque precinct inside wall could originate in the nineteenth-century 
restoration. The Bereketzade mescid was torn down in 1948, only to be rebuilt between 2006-2007: Crane, The 
Garden of the Mosques, 359; http://isted.org.tr/index.php/destek-verdigimiz-projeler/bereketzade-mescidi; 
http://www.tas-istanbul.com/index.php/asitane/mescitler/mescitler-galata/item/1715-galata-bereketzade-ali-
mesciti. 
145 Ayla Ödekan, 'Bereketzade Çeşmesi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 2 (İstanbul: Kültür 
Bakanlığı ve Tarik Vakfı, 1994), 156.  
146 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 359; Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 77; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu 
Tesisleri, 51. 
 
Fig. 3.65 Tanışık (1945) Üçanbarlı Mehmed 
fountain 
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25) Firdevsi Seyyid ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Defter Emini çeşmesi  
 
Status: extant, not operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme, 
rectangular ground plan  
Location: along Defterdar Yokuşu, 
opposite the Italian Hospital, Tophane 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The patron of the fountain has systematically been identified with the 'defter emini' (register 
commissioner) in art-historical scholarship, although none has actually looked into his 
biography.147 The fountain is absent from the study of Yüngül. But a simple reading of the 
chronogram learns us that the register commissioner is actually referred to with the name 
Firdevsi. The fountain was built as a freestanding structure to the north of the sixteenth-century 
Defterdar Mosque depicted in plot 1015 in Fig. 3.66. The façade consists of a classically 
shaped protruding panel in the center with a niche that is flanked by two smaller niches. The 
decorative motifs are limited to the calligraphic panel of which the empty spaces are filled with 
a variety of flowers and vegetative motifs. The trough has sunk beneath the street surface. (Fig. 
3.67) The chronogram praising the fountain was written by Necib Efendi and contains four 
beyts. The poem is closed with an additional obituatory hemistich that commemorated the death 
of Firdevsi ʿEbubekir. He must have witnessed the completion of the fountain, and selected the 
poet for his participation, but presumably never saw the inscription on the fountain. 
 
147 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 122; Ertuğ, İstanbul Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 3, 97; Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 
100-101. 
 
Fig. 3.66 Pervititch (1926) sheet 33 "Pervouz-Agha Salı 
Bazar" 
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Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı İskender-ẓafer 
Olacak māʾü ʾl-ḥayāt-ı luṭfu cārī her yaña 
 
Emr ü fermān eyledi nev-çeşmeler bünyādına 
Ṭās-ı gerdūnu pür eyledi ṣayyit-i taḥsīn ü 
duʿā148 
  
Dāʿı-yı dīzine devlet-i emīn-i defterī  
Kıldı ol-dāḥī maḥallinde zehī çeşme binā149  
 
Der zebān-ı lülesi tārīḫ-i itmāmın Necīb  
Āb-ı pāk iç görmediñse çeşme-i Firdevsī māʾ [1145] 
 
Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḫayr āb-ı rūḥ-içün el-fātiḥa150 
 
The map of Pervititch indicates that the fountain did still 
distribute water during the 1920s, but had run out of 
service in the time of Tanışık. His black and white image 
of the fountain seems to suggest that the central panel 
was covered in paint of a lighter color or had been 
cleaned recently, deriving from the remarkable contrast 
with the rest of the frontal surface. Moreover, the small 
panel into which the spout was inserted was still present 
in 1945. (Fig. 3.68) Somewhere between 1992 and 2006, 
the fountain was somewhat restored: the weed growing 
on top of the reservoir was cut, soot was removed from 
the surface, and the calligraphic panel was cast in green 
while the calligraphy was highlighted in gold. However, 
sometime after that and before 2013 the entire surface 
was sand-beamed leaving an overall grey impression in the street.   
148 "pür itdi sıyt ü tahsîn": Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 3, 79.  
149 "Dâʿî-i der-i?? şeh-i??devlet": ibid.  
150 Correction of transcription is mine: Ertuğ, İstanbul Tarihi Çeşmeleri Külliyatı, Cilt 3, 79. 
 
Fig. 3.67 Wielemaker (2013) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 
fountain 
 
Fig. 3.68 Tanışık (1945) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 
fountain 
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26) Kıblelizade Mehmed Efendi 
 
Status: extant, not operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: along Samancı Ferhat Caddesi, 
next to the Emin Bey Camii, Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH  
 
The fountain was constructed as a freestanding single façade çeşme that supported the 
neighboring sixteenth-century Hasan Çelebi Mescidi also known as the Emin Bey Mosque, and 
is depicted in plot 680 in Fig. 3.33. The façade was shaped in a sober, classical manner, and the 
trough has disappeared beneath the street surface. (Fig. 3.69) The chronogram on the fountain 
is the calligraphic work of a certain Mehmed ʿİzzet Efendi, who might have composed the 
single beyt as well, and is decorated with tulips and a rose:  
 
Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḫayrāt ve ʾl-ḥasenāt 
Ḳıblelizāde Meḥmed Beyefendi [1145]151 
 
Ḥarrerehü Meḥmed ʿİzzet152 
 
The fountain was still operating in the time of Tanışık. From his black and white photograph of 
the structure, we can deduce that the façade was covered in paint of a light color, whereas the 
calligraphic panel was highlighted in a darker teint.153 The fountain had run out of service when 
Çeçen made his observations. The façade was covered with soot, and the dark shadow on the 
surface seems to point to a permanent leak in the reservoir. Sometime before 2013 the façade 
was sandbeamed. Even so, this could not prevent neighbors to remind passers-by "not to leave 
garbage against the wall" ("lütfen cami duvarının dibine çöp dökmeyin") in a black painted 
message on the right flank. 
151 "vel-hasenât": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 333. 
152 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 98; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 68.  
153 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 91. 
 
Fig. 3.69 Wielemaker (2013) Kıblelizade Mehmed 
fountain 
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27) Hacı Mehmed Efendi 
 
Status: extant, not operating  
Type: single façade wall çeşme with one 
smaller fountain to the left side, square 
ground plan 
Location: end of Dr. Bedii Gorbon 
Sokağı, near Tepebaşı junction, Şişhane 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain which Hacı Mehmed endowed in the area 
to the northwest of Galata was located just outside the 
landwalls (north of plot 750), to the east of the 
seventeenth-century tomb of Lohusa Sultan in plot 749 
in Fig. 3.70, and to the south of the sixteenth-century 
Bedreddin Mescidi in plot 743.154 The congregational 
mosque that is situated near the waterfront in plot 741 
in Fig. 3.70 is not recorded with Ayvansarayi, and 
could have been a late nineteenth-century replacement 
of the seventeenth-century Kapudan Mescidi of which 
no trace has remained.155 Tanışık initially identified the 
patron of this fountain as chief royal architect Kayserili 
Mehmed Ağa who died in 1742.156 However, Yüngül 
has ascertained that the actual founder was in fact the 
steward of Hadice Sultan, the daughter of Mehmed IV, 
on the basis of the "second certificate" (ikinci ʿilm ü 
ḫaber defteri) mentioned above.157 Moreover, its position vis-à-vis the imperial naval arsenal is 
meaningful considering the fact that Hacı Mehmed was initially incorporated in the Taksim-
project by virtue of his office as overseer of the naval arsenal. The fountain is a single façade 
154 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 336. 
155 The gravestone of the mescid's founder, Şaʿban Kapudan, had been transferred to the (presumably nearby) tomb 
of Lohusa Sultan indicating that the mescid was already abandoned and demolished in the time of Ayvansarayi: 
ibid, 336. 
156 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 83.  
157 Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 58.  
 
Fig. 3.70 Pervititch (1926) sheet 30 "Kassim-Pacha" 
 
Fig. 3.71 Eski İstanbul Fotoğrafları 
(Facebook) Hacı Mehmed's fountain 
during 1940s-1950s 
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çeşme with a large niche, that protrudes from the reservoir, and is demarcated within a 
framework of vegetative and muqarnas motifs on top, and slender, classical columns on the 
flanks. A smaller fountain is added to the left of the niche. (Fig. 3.71) The niche is crowned by 
a sunburst or shell motif in which the utmost ends of each beam display a rosette. The trough is 
decorated with three large roses that are separated 
by flower bouquets. The rose motifs are reiterated 
in the flanks of the calligraphic panel, which is 
applied to the upper part of the façade. (Fig. 3.72) 
The (anonymous) chronogram contains an obituary 
in which the death of Hacı Mehmed is 
commemorated, and dated in the Islamic month of 
Muharrem in 1145 AH (June/July 1732). 
Presumably, Hacı Mehmed was not able to witness 
the completion of the fountain, and if he had a 
longer chronogram might have been commissioned 
to celebrate the charitable work.  
 
Bānī-i ha-ẕihi ʾl-çeşme  
El-Ḥācc Meḥmed rūḥ-içün158 
El-fātīḥa fī şehr-i Muḥarremü ʾl-ḥarām159  
sene 1145160 
 
The fountain was still operating in the time of Tanışık.161 A photograph from the 1960s, which 
shows a queue of children with buckets in their hands lining up in front of the façade, 
demonstrates that the fountain was still in service twenty years later. Çeçen was unable to 
locate the fountain, and grouped it in his list of vanquished fountains.162 When I made my 
observations, the fountain had been restored and the marble surface including decorations had 
been brightened up. Despite all that, construction workers who operated on the plot right 
behind the fountain decided to dump the left-over blocks of polystyrene in the fountain's 
158 "el-Ḥāc Meḥemmed rūḥiyçün": ibid. 
159 "el-fātīḥā": ibid. 
160 OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=692&hid=749; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu 
Tesisleri, 58.  
161 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 81. 
162 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 193-194.  
 
Fig. 3.72 Wielemaker (2013) Hacı Mehmed 
fountain, calligraphic panel 
 
Fig. 3.73 Wielemaker (2013) Hacı Mehmed 
fountain 
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trough. (Fig. 3.73) Its present position directly under the traffic junction connecting Tarlabaşı, 
Beyoğlu, and Kasımpaşa is somewhat awkward. 
 
28) Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
Hacı Ahmed Ağa çeşmesi  
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, square 
ground plan  
Location: along Tepebaşı caddesi, 
Kasımpaşa 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain was located to the east (plot 718) of the sixteenth-century Çatma Mescidi in plot 
726 in Fig. 3.74, which was founded by Güzelce Kasım Paşa, and at some distance from the 
imperial naval arsenal.163 The reservoir appears to have been made of cut stone, and the marble 
façade was shaped in a sober, classical manner of which the spandrels displayed two 
'monograms of King Solomon' (mühr-i Süleyman). In the Ottoman context, the six-pointed star 
was applied as a decorative motif in both (religious) architecture and material culture to attract 
divine protection.164 (Fig. 3.75) The small panel in which the spout was inserted is the only 
element displaying a rich decoration of cartouches with tulips and hyacinths, and a band of 
clovers. (Fig. 3.76) The carved sections to the left side of the fountain seem to indicate that 
more components once decorated the fountain. Perhaps a second, small hanging çeşme was 
applied to this side. Another option is that the fountain had become part of a larger building at 
some point in history. The endowment has systematically been attributed to Hacı Ahmed in art-
historical scholarship, because the chronogram refers to "the servant overseer of the naval 
arsenal" ("tersāne eminī ḳūlu"), the office which the former held prior to his assignment to the 
Taksim project. However, Hacı Ahmed was replaced by Hacı Mehmed shortly after the Patrona 
Revolt, and fulfilled the post of customs commissioner when his fountain in Tophane was 
163 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 336. 
164 The monogram of King Solomon should not be confused with the Jewish five-pointed star of King David: 
Nusret Çam, 'Türk ve İslâm Sanatlarında Altı Kollu Yıldız (Mühr-i Süleyman)' in Prof. Dr. Yılmaz Önge 
Armağanı (Konya: 1993), 216-218. 
 
Fig. 3.74 Pervititch (1926) sheet 22 "Toz-Koparan" 
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completed in June/July 1732.165 The records of Tanışık and Yüngül (and all publications who 
have copied their account) are wrong. Instead, my analysis of the permutations in the Ottoman 
state apparatus points to Canibi ʿAli Efendi as the overseer of the naval arsenal by this time.166 
The chronogram was composed by Necib Efendi and contains 10 beyts: 
 
Gevher-i baḥr-ı kerāmet āb-ı rū-yı salṭanat 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Hān-ı İskender-
veġā167 
 
Çeşme-sār-ı maʿdelet şāhinşeh-i ẕī-şāndır 
Ṭās-ı gerdūn āb-ı iḥsāniyle pürdür dāʿimā  
 
Devr-i ʿadlinde seḥāb-ı feyż-i Ḥaḳḳ rīzān olub 
Oldı ḫāşāk-i ʿadūvv heb seyl-i ḳahr ile hebā168 
 
Ḥaḳḳ yoluna eyleyüb māʾ-ı muṣaffāyı revān 
Sū-be-sū ḫuşk-i zemīni ḳıldı sīrāb-ı ṣafā169  
 
Ṣādır oldı çeşmeler bünyādına emr-i şerīf 
Kavlalar şādāb māʾ-ı lüṭfle bāy u gedā170  
 
Bu maḥalde daḫi tersāne emīni ḳuluna   
Ḳıldı bir nev-çeşme bünyādı içün emrin ʿaṭā 
 
165 For the career path and biography of Canibi ʿAli Efendi, see his entry in the next chapter.  
166 OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/information.aspx?ref=gmap&bid=268&hid=268; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı 
Derya, 158-159; Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 89-90; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 66. 
167 "bahr": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=268&hid=268. 
168 "Ḥaḳ", "Oldı hāşāk-i ʿadū hep": ibid.  
169 "Ḥaḳ": ibid.  
170 "Kʿolalar" - supposedly an onomatopoeia for the rippling sound of water, otherwise unknown in Ottoman 
dictionaries; şādāb-ı māʾ-ı lüṭfle: ibid.  
 
Fig. 3.75 Wielemaker (2013) Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
fountain 
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Eyledi mesrūr olub iḫlāṣ ile ḫiẕmet hemān 
Oldı bu dil-cū müferriḥ çeşme pākīze-binā 
 
Bu maḥal muḥtāç idi āb-ı revāna şöyle kim 
Ṣuyu görmezdi ahālisi meğer çeşminde māʾ 
 
Gökde ararken bu āb-ı ṣāfī yerde buldular 
ʿArşa çıkdı pādişāh-ı ʿāleme ṣavt-ı duʿā  
 
Eyledi cārī zebān-ı lüle tārīḫīn Necīb 
Aḳdı bu nev-çeşmeden āb-ı ḥayāt-ı cān-fezā [1145]171 
 
The fountain still contained water during the 1920s, but Tanışık learns us that by his time the 
wooden roof above the reservoir had fallen apart. Next to that, the trough had sunk beneath the 
street surface, and the spout was broken.172 The fountain does not really show traces of a 
thorough restoration. Bushes and weed grow out of the fissures in the surface of the façade, 
which in 1994, were still patched by a plaster of concrete. The calligraphy has been highlighted 
with gold paint though.  
 
  
171 "can": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=268&hid=268; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı 
Derya, 159; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 66.  
172 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 89. 
 
Fig. 3.76 Özdeniz (1995) Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
fountain, small panel without spout 
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29) Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa  
 
Status: extant, moved to a new 
location, not operating 
Type: double façade meydān çeşmesi, 
square ground plan  
Location: edge of Fındıklı Park, next 
to the boat landing, Kabataş 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
currently stands at the edge of Fındıklı 
Parkı, near the boat landing at Kabataş, 
and seems to function both as a 
monument as well as an improvised 
residence for the homeless who find 
comfort and sleep in the marble troughs. 
The imposing meydān çeşmesi of the 
grand vizier was initially located on top 
of the natural wall overlooking the Bosphorus opposite the sixteenth-century Çizmeciler 
Tekkesi (once situated somewhere in between plot 940 and 941 in Fig. 3.77), and in the vicinity 
of the seventeenth-century ʿÖmer Avni Mosque to the immediate north of plot 940. (Fig. 3.78) 
 The two opposite sides of the meydān çeşmesi feature a protruding and large niche with 
spout. The edges are richly decorated within a frame of cable moldings on the street side, and 
scales on the sea side. (Fig. 3.79, 3.80) A strip combining muqarnas and abstract vegetative 
motifs envelops along the four upper edges of the reservoir. The decorative program of both 
façades is neatly arranged on the basis of a famework, which demarcates the calligraphic 
inscription in the upper end, and the niche with spout in the larger portion below. The 
framework separates both fields with tracks of abstract vegetative patterns on the streetside, and 
a delicate garland on the seaside. The arch above the niche is shaped in a sober, classical 
manner, and the pilasters display three parallel cartouches without a central image. Even so, the 
lack of decoration is compensated in the spandrels and the upper section inside the niche. A 
rich array of detailed and dense vegetative patterns is put on display on the streetside panel. 
 
Fig. 3.77 Pervititch (1926) sheet 30 "Ayaz-Pacha Kabatache" 
 
Fig. 3.78 Ertuğ (2006) Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa fountain 
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The ornamentation of the seaside panel seems to be more abundant, and leans toward the 
spring-like composition of a flourishing rosebush. A strip with muqarnas and vegetative motifs 
separates the upper part from the lower part in both niches. The lower part exhibits a lesser 
profusion of ornaments, but reveals an equal disparity between the decorative programs of both 
sides. While the spout on the streetside is enclosed within a composition of blank cartouches, 
the frame on the seaside is highlighted within a frame of vegetative patterns. A set of two 
identical vases is positioned above the spout, and showcases a different flower bouquet on 
either side. In between the two vases, a coronet filled with vegetative patterns is situated that is 
more abstract on the streetside, whereas the seaside shows more three-dimensionality.  
 The flanks of both central panels are very sober in outlook, and do not display any hint 
of decoration. A somewhat odd system of demarcations was created on the four flanks that 
follows the proportions of the central niche, but leaves the highlighted areas empty. (Fig. 3.81) 
Could it be that the framework meant to draw attention to an image in the center that has long 
been lost (such as for instance tile or paintwork)? Or was the framework proper perhaps meant 
to serve as ornamentation, and balance the overall appearance of the façades? In that case, the 
application of these borders could have been derived from Baroque and Rococo influences. The 
latter would be in line with several decorative elements that are displayed on the seaside in 
particular such as the three-dimensionality and lively naturalism. The decorative program 
intentionally played with the assymetrical layout of two façades, and tried to oppose the 
ornamental exuberance of the royal decorative program with the simplicity of the classical 
period. Presumably, the divergent composition of the opposite façades was not only intended to 
enjoy an incrowd of skilled artisans. Assymetry served the purpose of attracting more attention, 
and invited passers-by to look carefully and discover the differences, while at the same time 
marvel at the ecclectic taste of the patron. The disparity between both façades is equally 
reflected in the calligraphic inscriptions above the niche. Whereas the chronogram on the 
seaside, which is written by Vehbi Hüseyin, contains six beyts, the work of Vakıf Yahya Efendi 
on the streetside consists of twelve beyts.173 
 
Vehbi Hüseyin (seaside) 
173 Tanışık erroneously claims that the composer of the chronogram that is applied to the seaside of the fountain 
was Vakıf Mahmud Efendi, because the latter had already died in 1724/25 (1137 AH): Sürreya Bey, Sicill-i 
Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1650; Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 85.  
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Vezīrān-ı cihānıñ āb-ı rū-yı maʿdelet-cūyī  
Vekīl-i salṭanat ṣadr-ı cemīl-i sāye-i Mevlā174 
  
Benān-ı destini ʿayniyle idüb lüle maḳsemde 
ʿUṭāşı baḥr u berde māʾ-ı cūdī eyledi irvā175 
 
Bu iḥyā eyledi sāḳī-yi āb-ı Kevseriñ nāmın 
ʿAlī Paşa yüzü ṣuyuna gel āb-i ḥayāt iç māʾ 
 
Ciḥāna ʿadli-sārī āb-ı cūdī dehre cārīdir  
O ṣadr-ı ekremī Mevlā muʿammer ide Nūḥ-āsā176 
 
Ḥesāb olsa çıḳar her mıṣraʿñda Vehbīyā tārīḫ  
Ḳalemle sen yine mermerde ḳazdıñ sikkeyi ḥālā177  
 
Muḥammed Muṣṭafa rūḥuna bu āb-ı ḥayāt aḳdı 
Ne dil-cū çeşme yapdı fī sebīli ʾl-llah ʿAlī Paşa 
[1145]178 
  
Vakıf Yahya Efendi (streetside) 
Şeh-i sütūde-siyer Ḫüsrev-i Süleymān-fer 
Cenāb-ı Ḥażret-i Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı mülk-ārā 
 
O āb-ı rū-yı selāṭīn ki iki üç şehriñ   
ʿUṭāş-ı teşne-lebin itdi sū-be-sū irvā179 
 
174 "maʿdelet-cūyı": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1171; "sāye-i 
Mevlā" seems to start with a pe, but the diacritic dots do not seem to fulfill a linguistic function. Further on in the 
chronogram, the three "decorative" dots are reiterated.  
175 "mā-i cūdı": ibid.  
176 "āb-ı cūdu", "Nūḫ āsā": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1171; 
the diacritic dots below the sin in "āsā" are merely decorative.  
177 "her mıṣraʿında": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1171.  
178 "Muṣṭafā", "fī-sebīliʾl-lāh": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 136; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1171; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
55.  
179 "O āb-ı rū-yi": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1172. 
 
Fig. 3.79 Wielemaker (2013) Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli Paşa fountain, streetside façade 
 
Fig. 3.80 Wielemaker (2013) Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli Paşa fountain, seaside façade 
195 
 
                                                             
Chapter 2. Fountain architecture 
 
Maḥaṭṭ-ı ġıẕa-i şevket Ġalāṭa Ṭopḫāne  
Merāsī-i süfün-i naṣr olan Ḳāsımpaşa180  
 
Birini Vālide Sulṭān birin o Şāh-ı ciḥān 
Sebīl ü çeşme bināsıyla itdiler iḥyā181 
 
Ana ṣuyundan idüb ehl-i devlete taḳsīm 
Ḳuṣūr yerlere de oldı nice çeşme binā  
 
Faḳaṭ bu mevżiʿ-i ḫālīye olmayüb ḥimmet 
Ser-i āb-zār idi der-pīş iken iki deryā 
 
Aña da Ḫıżr irişüb ḥimmet-i ʿaliyye ile 
Semī-yi sāḳī-i Kevser güzīde-i vüzerā182  
 
Bu ḥimmet-i ʿulvī bu seḫā-yı mürtażavī  
Bu iʿtiḳād-ı ḳavī bu navāziş-i żuʿafā183  
   
Bu hażm-ı devlet ve bu ʿiffet ü diyānet ile 
O ṣadr-ı muḥteremiñ misli gelmedi ḥaḳḳā184  
 
Vezīrler arasında nice müsellem ise  
Bu çeşme-sārīde oldı o deñli müstesnā185 
 
Ḫüdā maḳām-ı şerīfinde eyleyüb dāʾim 
Nice meʾāsire tevfīḳ eyleye Mevlā 
 
Yazılsa ṭāḳına şāyeste Vāḳıfā tārīḫ 
180 "Maḥaṭṭ-ı ġıda şevket": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1172; 
"Mehatt-ı udve-i şevket": Yüngül, Taksim Suları, 55; Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 136. 
181 "bināsiyle": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1172. 
182 "Semiyy-i sāḳī-i kevs̱er": ibid.  
183 "ʿalevī", "nüvāziş-i żuʿafā": ibid. 
184 "Bu nakm-i Devlet": Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 55.  
185 "Bu çeşmesārı da oldı": OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1172; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 55. 
 
Fig. 3.81 Wielemaker (2014) Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli Paşa fountain, streetside façade left 
and right flanks 
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Yerinde oldı binā çeşme-i ʿAlī Paşa [1146]186 
 
It is unclear whether the fountain still distributed water 
during the 1920s, since the structure is vaguely 
indicated in the map of Pervititch (Fig. 3.77). Even so, 
Tanışık states that the fountain was still operating in his 
time.187 His photograph shows a tall staircase that led 
up to the fountain, and was presumably constructed 
during the nineteenth century to serve the monumental 
function of the structure. The photograph moreover 
shows that instead of a roof, a dainty latticework had 
been placed on top of the reservoir at some point. (Fig. 
3.82) When Adnan Menderes in the 1950s decided to 
widen the road that ran parallel to the coast line, part of the natural wall was excavated and all 
buildings and residences along the shoreline of Kabataş and Fındıklı were razed to the ground. 
The fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli was fortunately rescued from the demolitions, dismantled, and 
relocated, according to its original orientation, at the edge of the newly delivered Fındıklı Park 
near the boat landing in 1958.188 Shortly afterwards, the surface was cleaned and restored, and 
a new (lead) roof was constructed on top of the reservoir of which the overhanging vault was 
covered with red and blue paintwork. However, it is unknown on what specific source the 
design is based, since there is no eighteenth- or nineteenth-century evidence of the original 
structure. The structure was cleaned recently during summer and fall 2014.  
186 Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 136; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1015&hid=1172; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
55. 
187 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 85. 
188 Photographs of the fountain's position prior to the replacement combined with Tanışık's survey of the structure 
learn that the fountain was not turned around and is situated according to its initial orientation: Tanışık, İstanbul 
Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 85-89; Alin Talasoğlu, 'Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa Çeşmesi' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, 
Cilt 17 (İstanbul: 1998), 168-169.  
 
Fig. 3.82 Tanışık (1945) Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa 
fountain, seaside 
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30) Yahya Ağa 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: double façade meydān çeşmesi 
with ablution spouts, square ground 
plan 
Location: crossing of Makaracılar 
Caddesi and Kurtçu Sokağı, behind a 
parking lot, Karaköy 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of Yahya Ağa was initially situated just outside the Furrier's Gate (Kürkçü Kapısı) 
allowing access to intramural Galata, and was located in the vicinity of the Eski Yağkapanı 
Mescidi. The structure is not registered in the survey which Nirven made of the neighborhood, 
which is referred to as Kalafat Yeri. Most presumably, it was located on the plot that converges 
with the orange rectangle (opposite plot 1349) in the center of Fig. 3.83 either next to or within 
a depot. The fountain is in a deplorable condition, and it is highly questionable if the structure 
will survive. The municipality has arranged a fence around the structure that restricts access to 
the "construction area" (şantiye), and is continuously guarded. Fortunately, some scholars have 
enriched their assesments of the fountain with visual material, and a few photographs are to be 
found on the internet. The reservoir appears to have been covered by a pyramidal roof, but has 
sunk deeply beneath the surface. Next to that, the façade that is oriented toward the Golden 
Horn has partly collapsed. (Fig. 3.84) The fountain is largely covered with weed, bushes, and 
even a tree testifying to a rather long period of neglect. Several components of the structure 
have disappeared over time such as the roof, parts of the marble wall revetment and decoration, 
stones from the reservoir, and segments from the calligraphic panel. From what is left of the 
structure, it appears to have been a meydān çeşmesi of modest proportions that was shaped in 
the sober, classical manner of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The opposite sides of the 
reservoir, one facing the Golden Horn and the other toward the land wall of Galata, seem to 
have once exhibited a protruding niche in the center with fluted columns on the edges. The 
central niches are flanked by two smaller niches that are situated in a subtly carved frame.  
Above them, a cartouche is located with a coronet of vegetative motifs on top of that, and two 
rosettes. The waist of the southeast corner is shear cut, and the overhanging top section is 
 
Fig. 3.83 Nirven (1948) sheet 45/46a "Beyoğlu kazası Kalafat 
Yeri" 
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seemingly supported by a capitel that is designed in the shape of a lotus bud, and above which a 
muqarnas is placed. (Fig. 3.85) Presumably all four corners were adorned in the same manner, 
although the remaining three have been ravaged. Two chronograms were written for the 
celebration of Yahya Ağa and his charitable work. Şakir Hüseyin composed the first poem that 
contains nine beyts, and has been recorded by Yüngül since the calligraphic panel proper has 
vanquished. The second inscription, which is still visible and was inserted in the eastern side of 
the reservoir, was written by Vehbi Hüseyin, and consists of nine beyts. The latter was 
presumably added sometime later in 1145 AH for the chronogram refers to Yahya Ağa as the  
head stable master.  
 
Şakir Hüseyin 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd āb-ı rū-yı salṭanāt 
Menbaʿ-ı ʿayn-ı ʿadālet ḫayr u ṣāḥib-ḥasenāt 
 
Ṣu yerine beẕl-i emvāl firāvān eyleyüb  
Devletinde oldı sīrāb ʿināyet-i kāʾināt189 
 
Ḥisse-mend-i ḫayr idince hep ricāl-i devletin 
Oldı pür-āvāz cūd u reʾfetiyle şeş-cihād 
     
Āṣaf-ı devrān ʿAlī Paşa-yı ẕī-şānın daḫi 
Ketḥüdā-yı ekremin ḳıldı sezā-yı iltifāt 
 
Ketḥüdā-yı ṣadr-ı aʿẓam Ḥażret-i Yaḥyā Ağa 
Nāʾil-i āmāl ola ol ẕāt-ı memdūḥu ʾṣ-ṣıfāt  
 
Bu muʿallā çeşme-i terḥ-efgen bünyād olub 
Ḫayr-i cārīye muvaffaḳ oldı ḥaḳḳā kim o 
ẕāt190 
 
189 "bezl-i emvâl-i firâvân", "sîrâb-ı inâyet kâinât": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 464.  
190 "Bu muâlla çeşmeye terh-efken-i bünyâd olub": ibid.  
 
Fig. 3.84 Özdeniz (1995) Yahya Ağa fountain, 
northside  
 
Fig. 3.85 Anonymous (Facebook) Yahya Ağa fountain, 
southside  
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Didi Şākir bendesi tārīḫ-i itmāmın anıñ 
Lüṭf-ı Yaḥyā çeşme-i nev menbaʿ-ı āb-ı ḥayāt191 
 
Vehbi 
Cenāb-ı Ḥażret-i Yaḥyā Ağa kim oldı pīrāye 
Vücūdüʾ lā-yı berg gibi ehl-i ḫvod u [illhaya]192
  
İdüb teʾsir-i ḥükm-i iştikāk-ı ismini iẓhār 
Sebeb oldı şīfā āb-ile bu şehri iḥyāya193 
 
Muḳaddem ketḥüdā-yı ṣadr-ı aʿẓam oldığu 
demde 
Şürüʿ itmişdi bu ʿayn-ı ḥayāt-efzā-yı inşāya194 
 
Velī-yi niʿmet-i āsār-ı ṣıdḳ-ı ḫidmeti gör kim 
Teveccüḥ itdi ṭabʿ-ı Ḫüsrevī ol ẕāt-ı vālāya195  
 
Büyük ağa olub ıṣṭabl-ı ḫāṣṣ-ı pādişāhīde 
Rikāb-ı Raḫş-ı ḳāma basdı pā kesb eyledi pāye 
 
Ḫuṣūṣā oldı be-iẕn-i hümāyūn maḥrem-i dāmād 
Efendisi ʿAlī Paşa-yı ṣāḥib-ṣadr-ı yektāya196  
 
Ṣuyun buldu daḫi bünyād-ı çeşme ḳılmadan encām 
Ḫitāmında kemāl ile ire maḳṣūd-ı aḳṣāya  
 
Birer tārīḫ-i müstesnā olur her mıṣraʿ-ı Vehbī 
Naẓar ḳıl çeşme vaṣfında bu beyt-i tāze-maʿnāya 
 
Bu zībā çeşmeler ʿayniyle beñzer maḳsem-i māʾya 
191 Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 464; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 58-59. 
192 "Vücudû lâ-yı": Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 464-465. 
193 "şifa abı ile": ibid. 
194 "hayat-efzâyı inşâya": ibid. 
195 "Veliyy-i niʾmet-i": ibid. 
196 "bâizn-i hümâyûn": ibid.  
 
Fig. 3.86 Çeçen (1992) Yahya Ağa fountain, 
southside 
 
Fig. 3.87 Cangül (2009) Yahya Ağa fountain, 
southside 
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Gel iç āb-ı revān hem āb-dest al çık muṣallaya197 
 
Özdeniz tells us that the calligraphic panel with Şakir Hüseyin's chronogram was initially 
applied to the façade that oriented toward the former Galata land wall. But his assertion is 
based on a picture of Affan Egemen that zooms in on the panel without revealing any clue 
about its exact orientation. So the panel might as well have been facing the Golden Horn.198 
Because the lower part of the reservoir has sunk beneath the street surface, it is hard to 
determine the extent to which the calligraphic panel with Vehbi Hüseyin's chronogram was 
inserted above a water outlet. The writings of Şakir Hüseyin in the chronicle of Subhi suggest 
that ablution spigots were added to this side of the meydān çeşmesi to serve the Muslims 
heading for prayer in the Yağkapanı Mescidi. The chronicle states that Yahya Ağa endowed "a 
two-sided fountain of perfect marble without defects, and a facility for ritual ablution with 
numerous small spouts that joined the local place of worship".199 The last hemistich of Vehbi 
Hüseyin's chronogram even explicitly refers to the practice of ritual ablution, and summons the 
reader to use the fountain's water to this end: "Come drink the current water, take the ritual 
ablution, and leave for prayer" ("Gel iç āb-ı revān hem āb-dest al çık muṣallaya"). Tanışık was 
unaware of the fountain's existence, and Yüngül was the first to include it in his examination of 
the Taksim water network (without visual evidence though). The photographs from the middle 
of the 1990s reveal that the fountain was a monumental eye catcher in the midst of a park.200 
(Fig. 3.86) However, the first sign of the general impoverishment of the area appears on the 
photograph of Caner Cangül from 2009 in which part of the fountain has been absorbed in an 
improvised bulwark of corrugated iron and barbed wire. (Fig. 3.87) Today, the fountain is 
located in a dim neighborhood behind a parking lot and several dilapidated, partly demolished 
apartments, and is under the continuous surveillance of a municipal official who is unwilling to 
cooperate or grant access.  
 
197 "âb-ı dest al": correction of transcription is mine, Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 464-465. 
198 Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Derya, 464.  
199 "ve mîrâhûr-ı evvel-i Sultânî ve Dâmâd-ı sadrıaʿzam-ı cihân-bânî Yahya Ağa Kürkcü Kapusu hâricinin 
cemâʿat-i kesiresine müteʿaddid hurde lüleli abdesthâne, muttaslında namâzgâh-ı yek-dâne ve ruh âmîüʾs-sakf 
züʾl-cenâheyn bir çeşme-yi bî-bahâne": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 168.  
200 Supposedly, the park was established on the basis of the municipal policy set forward by İstanbul mayor 
Bedrettin Dalan during the 1980s. The entire waterfront of the Golden Horn was to converted into a 'green zone', 
and all property in the coastal area stretching from Kağıthane to Galata and Unkapanı was razed to the ground. 
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31) Mahmud I (Taksim) 
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: single façade wall çeşme, octagonal 
ground plan 
Location: Taksim square, next to water 
depots 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The fountain of the water distributor was 
most presumably constructed in the middle of 
an open field, as suggested in the chronicle of 
Subhi, and played an important role in the 
inauguration ceremony of the Taksim water 
network in September 1732. The fountain 
was inserted in the outer wall of the water 
distribution building (maḳsem), and was 
located on the highest point in the area that was simultaneously the frontier of urban settlement 
in the eighteenth century, and the very starting point of the water network. The water 
distributor is depicted in the engraving of  Fig. 3.88, and in the front of the picture in Fig. 3.89 
that shows its position in the urban landscape of the 1940s. The façade is embedded in the 
marble wall revetment of the water distribution building, and is crowned by a slightly 
overhanging pyramidal roof made from lead. The façade proper consists of the entrance door to 
the inner water distributor on the left, which is situated in one side of the building, and the 
fountain on the right, which is situated in the adjacent side. The calligraphic panel was placed 
above the entrance door, and two stone bird cages in the shape of a mansion were applied to the 
upper section of the wall. To the right, the fountain's niche is crowned by a sunburst or shell 
motif, and a strip of floral and muqarnas motifs is shaped beneath it. The chronogram above 
the entrance door that could have been the work of Mahmud I himself contains three beyts:   
 
Fig. 3.88 Antoine-Laurent Castellan (1790s), 
presumably    
 
Fig. 3.89 Eski İstanbul Fotoğrafları (Facebook) 
"İstanbul-Taksim meydani" during 1940s 
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Şehinşāh-ı cihān Maḥmūd Ḫānıñ Kevserī luṭfu 
Bu maḳsemden ider ʿaṭşānā irvā-yı feraḥ-zāyī201  
 
Zehī bu maḳsem-i āb-ı ḥayāt-efzā ki muḫbirdir 
Bu dil-cū beytimiñ her mıṣraʿ tārīḫ-i ġarrāyī202 
 
Cihāndār-ı himem Sulṭān Maḥmūd itdi nev-bünyād 
Bu ibhā maḳsem-i āb-ı zülāl-ı Kevser-āsāyī203  
 
Tanışık records that the fountain was not functioning 
in his time and required renovation, although the 
photograph he has given shows that the ornaments of 
the façade were in a much better condition then. (Fig. 
3.90, 3.91) The panel in which the water spout was inserted, had already disappeared in his 
time, and in its place cement plaster was applied.204 Behind the water distribution building, a 
second small water reservoir, presumably made of stone, was constructed, that was revetted 
with a marble façade on the street side in 
which a water spout was inserted. (Fig. 
3.92) The fountain still functioned in the 
time of Tanışık, and was recently restored 
in a stark contrast to the neglected, more 
prominent eighteenth-century çeşme on the 
other side.205 However, when I made my 
observations, the fountain was screened 
from the public by a tall fence (perhaps 
because it was held for a tomb), and the trough had been used as a long flowerpot that was now 
201 "Kevs̱er-i luṭfu", "irvāʾ-yı feraḥ-zāyı": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=518&hid=519. 
202 "her mıṣrāʿı", "tārīḫ-i ġarrāyı": ibid.  
203 "āb-ı zülāl-i Kevser-āsāyı": ibid.  
204 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 95-98.  
205 Tanışık himself was quite struck by the peculiar way in which his contemporaries had dealt with the heedless 
restoration of fountains: "Ne tuhaf tecellidir ki bugün iki küsur asırdan beri akmakta olan mamur dediğimiz asıl 
büyük çeşmenin - galiba su icenler tarafından yolcuların gelip geçmesine engel olunduğu düşüncesi ile - 
musluğunun çıkartılıp yerinin çimento ile sıvandığını, muattal dediğimiz sokak içerisindeki küçük çeşmenin de 
temennimiz veçhile imar edildiğini görüyoruz.": Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 98.  
 
Fig. 3.90 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud I 
(Taksim) fountain 
 
Fig. 3.91 Tanışık (1945) Mahmud I (Taksim) fountain 
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covered with weed. (Fig. 3.93) The calligraphic panel was painted in green sometime between 
1992 and 2013. The façade is crowned by a calligraphic panel reading a section of sura 21:30 
from the Qurʾan, and is the work of ʿÖmer Vasfi Efendi. The panel was added in 1905/06 
parallel to the implementation of the water network of ʿAbdülhamid II: 
 
 ﺎﻨﻠﻌﺟو ءﺎﻤﻟا ﻦﻣ  ءﻲﺷ ﻞﻛﻲﺣ  
1323 
Ketebehü ʿÖmer Vaṣfī206 
 
Inside the water distribution building, traces can be found of 
three subsequent construction projects. A small calligraphic 
panel was applied above the mouth through which water from 
the supply line entered the water distributor. The panel was part 
of a larger undulating panel that was decorated in a Baroque 
manner, and was crowned by the imperial seal (tuğra) of Selim 
III dating 1211 AH. The latter presumably had the panel applied 
during the renovation and expansion of the Taksim water 
network under the patronage of his mother Mihrişah Valide 
Sultan in 1796/97. 
 
Her gören taḥsīn idüb göyā olur tārīḫini 
Maḳsem-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd dürr-i yektā-i cedīd [1145]207 
 
The chronogram paying hommage to Mahmud I could have been 
a remnant from the latter's construction project, but might as 
well have been commissioned under Selim III in an effort to 
historicize the restoration. The calligraphic panels 
commemorating the renovation and expansion of the Taksim water network between 1785 and 
1787 were applied to either side of the abovementioned panel. The left panel commemorated 
the participation of grand admiral Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa, who constructed the Kasımpaşa 
206 The passage that is reflected in the calligraphy has been emphasized: "Have those who disbelieved not 
considered that the heavens and the earth were a joined entity, and We separated them and made from water 
every living thing? Then will they not believe?": OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=518&hid=518.    
207 "gūya": Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 98; "gūyā": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 80; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu 
Tesisleri, 52; OKP, http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=518&hid=520.  
 
Fig. 3.92 Tanışık (1945) second 
fountain behind water 
distribution building 
 
Fig. 3.93 Wielemaker (2013) 
second fountain behind water 
distribution building 
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water main in 1785/86, and the right panel lauded the patronage of grand vizier Koca Yusuf 
Paşa, who extended the Fındıklı main in 1786/87. The panel to the right is crowned with the 
imperial monogram of ʿAbdülhamid I.208 The interior of the water distribution building and the 
beautiful floral fresco's was renovated during 2013, and opened to the public in early 2014 to 
function as a tourist office. (Fig. 3.94) 
  
Fig. 3.94 Wielemaker (2013) Inside water distribution building, on the left: water distributor with calligraphic 
panels for Cezayirli Hasan, Mahmud I, and Koca Yusuf; and right; renovated frescoes on the ceiling  
  
208 The transcription of the two panels was first written down by Yüngül in a philologically not all too accurate 
manner, and has accordingly been copied by Çeçen. A correct edition of the transcription of the chronogram 
commissioned by Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa can be found online with OKP: Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 80-82; 
Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 52-54; OKP, 
http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=518&hid=521.  
205 
 
                                                             
Chapter 2. Fountain architecture 
 
32) Mahmud I (Tophane)  
 
Status: extant, not operating 
Type: meydān çeşmesi 
Location: square opposite the Kılıç ʿAli 
Paşa Camii and former Imperial 
Armory 
Building date: 1145 AH 
 
The meydān çeşmesi of Mahmud I could be 
seen from the Bosphorus, and was located 
in a newly delivered square. The square was created in the midst of a vibrant urban center 
which attracted people to the sixteenth-century congregational mosque of Kılıç ʿAli Paşa, the 
Karabaş Tekkesi, the imperial armory, and the markets and shops in its environment. The map 
in Fig. 3.95 shows that the fountain had become embedded in the precinct surrounding the 
naval depots of the Tophane pier during the 1920s, and was partly fenced off from the public. 
During the seventeenth century, the water necessity of the area was met through the sebīl of the 
Kılıç ʿAli Paşa Mosque, the çeşme of grand vizier Siyavuş Paşa located opposite the 
congregational mosque near the waterfront (in the right corner of Fig. 3.96), and the pious 
foundation of grand admiral Bıyıklı Mustafa Paşa, which consisted of a sebīl and çeşme (in the 
right corner of Fig. 3.97).209 By the early twentieth century, the Kılıç ʿAli Paşa Mosque was 
still present (plot 1066), but the endowment of Bıyıklı Mustafa was apparently replaced with 
three residential blocks in plot 1048. The Karabaş dervish lodge was located to the north of the 
map and is off chart. The imperial armory is depicted in plot 1049.  
 The four sides of the fountain are profusely decorated with a panoply of friezes, 
cartouches, and frames that compartmentalize the marble surface of each façade. The lower 
part of the façades is divided through a system of stylistic borders, and rules out space for the 
central niche with the water spout, the two smaller niches to the side, and the space between the 
niches and the outer flanks. (Fig. 3.98) The four central niches are framed by bands of curly 
vegetative and floral patterns that are almost identical on either side. These patterns are  
209 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 382-383. 
 
Fig. 3.95 Pervititch (1927) sheet 34 "Tchikour-Bostan 
Top-Hané" 
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repeated in a more elaborate manner on 
the spandrels above the arched niche, and 
this time each side displays a distinct 
floral arrangement. Below the arch, two 
cartouches with a vase of flowers is 
depicted on both flanks, and every vase 
showcases a different flower bouquet. 
Inside the niche, the upper part is 
decorated with a geometric vegetative 
pattern on the east and west side of the 
meydān çeşmesi, and with symmetric 
Baroque-like floral patterns on the north 
and south side. A band of vegetative and 
muqarnas motifs separates the upper part 
from the lower part of the niche, and the 
latter is abundantly decorated with a 
distinct composition on all four sides. 
The images combine vases filled with 
flowers, a coronet of geometric and floral 
motifs, fruit piled up in bowls and 
baskets. The south side displays an odd disc that could have been covered with a painted image, 
calligraphy, or could have exhibited a protruding ornament in the shape of a (dervish?) turban 
like in the meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan. (Fig. 3.99, 3.100, 3.101, 3.102) The four 
central niches are flanked by two smaller, narrow niches that are overarched by a detailed 
muqarnas, and the spandrels are covered with floral patterns. A frame of vegetative and floral 
patterns captures the niche and the coronet of geometric vegetative motifs that is situated above 
the latter. The space between the central niches and the smaller niches display bands of 
cartouches in which potted fruit trees are depicted. The outer flanks of the smaller niches 
exhibit a rich pattern of leaves and flowers. A calligraphic panel is applied right above the 
narrow niches on all four sides that reads the chronogram of Hanif Ağa. The chronogram starts 
on the south side orienting toward Mecca, and unfolds clockwise.210 Each niche presented one 
210 Tanışık has identified the poet of this chronogram with Çakeri Efendi who came from Diyarbakır, and died 
toward the end of the reign of Mahmud II. This person can impossibly have written the chronogram on the 
fountain of Mahmud I: Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 400, 605; Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 2, 103. 
 
Fig. 3.96 Eugène Flandin (1853) from 'L'Orient' 
 
Fig. 3.97 Antoine-Ignace Melling (1819) "Vue de la place et 
de la fontaine de Top-hané" 
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beyt of the poem amounting to a total of eight beyts. The calligraphy was "the new work" 
("sīmā-yı cedīd") of a certain ʿAli Hoca.  
 
South 
Şāhinşeh-i ʿālī-himem Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı Cem-ḥaşem   
Sulṭān-ı memdūḥu ʾş-şiyem olsun ḫaṭālardan emīn 
 
Böyle olur ḥüsn-i nigāh şefḳat-ı ʿalī ḫalḳü ʾl-ilāh   
Ḫāyrātına ʿālem güvāh hem ʿayn-ı ṣāf-ı ʿanberīn211  
 
West 
Ḳılsun o sulṭānı Ḫüdā her demde manṣūruʾl-livā   
Reyḥāneteyn-i Muṣṭafā ʿaşkına iç māʾ-i maʿīn 
 
Bu ḫayri bünyād eyledi ʿālemleri […] şād eyledi   
Elṭāfı müzdād eyledi ẓıll-ı ʾllāhü ʾl-ʿālemīn212 
 
Fig. 3.98 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud I (Tophane) fountain, eastside  
 
North 
Zemzem'dir bu āb-ı nāb ṭaʿmı eleẕẕ ü müsteṭāb  
Niʿmüʾ s-sevāb maḥż-ı ṣevāb sermāye-i dünyā vü dīn213  
211 "sakf-i alî halk-ül-İlâh": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 132. 
212 "zıll-i İlâh-ül-âlemîn": ibid, 132. 
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Ḥaḳḳā bu māʾ āb-ı ḥayāt sükker gibi ʿaẕb u fürāt    
Yā şehd veyā ḳand u nebāt nūş eyle bil ʿilmi ʾl-yaḳīn214 
 
East 
Zemzem-veş iç saʿy eyle hem ḳıl ḥamd-ı Ḥaḳḳı mültezem 
Sulṭān-ı ʿaṣra dem-be-dem eyle duʿā fī küll-i ḥīn215  
 
Didi Ḥanīfā Çākerī tārīḫ-i ʿayn-ı enverī  
İç āb-ı nāb-ı Kevserī hep ʿayn-ı dil-cūdan hemīn 
 
Ketebehü ʿAli Ḫvāca sīmā-yı cedīd 1145216 
 
The upper part of the meydān çeşmesi is composed of several friezes positioned on top of one 
another, and the upper most frieze displays an arcade that envelops and continues over the 
entire width of all four sides and seems to support a muqarnas. The spandrels of the arcade are 
decorated with a rosette, and pots with fruit trees are displayed under the respective arches. The 
frieze below the arcade showcases a calligraphic panel bearing the chronogram of Nahifi 
Süleyman Efendi. The panegyric starts on the south side also orienting toward Mecca, and 
unfolds clockwise on all four sides. The chronogram contains 24 beyts, and was the calligraphic 
work of the former personal secretary of Mahmud I (kātib-i sır-sābıḳā), a certain Mustafa 
Efendi.  
 
South 
Bārek-allāh ẕehī aḳdem-i ḫayr ü ḥasenāt  
Ḫāyr-ı cārī-i ebed ʿayn-ı sevāb-ı mevʿūd       
 
Ḳıldı Ḥaḳḳ ḫāṣṣa-i māʾ-i ḥāyāt-ı eşyā   
İtdi mefhūmu anıñ naẓm-ı kerīminde vürūd217  
 
213 "Zemzemdirir": ibid. 
214 "Hakaâ", "Yâ şehd-ü yâ kand-ü", "bil ilm-el yakîn": ibid. 
215 "sa'yeyle", "fi Külli hîn": ibid.  
216 "Ali Hace-i Seray-i cedit": correction of transcription is mine, Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 132. 
217 "Kıldı Hak hassa-i mâyî hayât-ı eşyâ", "nazm-ı güzîninde vürûd": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 127; Yüngül, Taksim 
Suyu Tesisleri, 65.  
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Eyleyüb himmet o şāhenşeh-i mülk-i İslām   
Ḳıldı bu çeşme-i zībendeyi ʿayn-ı mevrūd218 
  
Yalñız cānib-i Ṭopḫāne değil çār-cihet   
Oldı sīrāb-ı zülāl-i kerem-i nā-maḥdūd  
 
Her biri çeşmeleriñ oldı leṭāfetle revān   
Reşḥa-i luṭfu virüb āteş-i ʿaṭşāna ḫumūd  
  
Cümleden oldı bu ser-çeşme maḳāmında bedīd 
Ṭarz-ı vālā-yı mülūkānesi pīrāye-nümūd   
 
West 
Şāh-ı ferḫunde ʿalem-server-i Maḥmūd-şiyem   
Dāver-i seyf ü ḳalem ṣāḥib-i baḥt-ı mesʿūd  
  
İde tevfīḳ-i Ḫüdā ol şeh-i ālī-şānın 
Kevkeb-i kevkebesin ʿavn u ẓaferle merṣūd  
  
Fer ü iclālī olub muğtenim-i baḥt-ı saʿīd   
ʿİzz ü iḳbālī ola muttaṣıf-ı yümn ü suʿūd219   
 
Nevbahār-ı ṭarab-efzā gibi naḳş-ı ezhār 
Ṣafḥe-i ṣāf-ı rüḫāmında bedīdār-ı şühūd220  
  
Pür ider sāmiʿe-i Zemzem'i ḥamd u senā  
Vārid ü ṣādır idüb şükr ü sepās ile sürūd221 
 
Emr-i vācibdir o sulṭān-ı celīlü ʾş-şāna  
İdeler ḫayr duʿā itmede beẕl-i mecḥūd222  
218 "Eyleyip himet": Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65; "o Şahinşeh-i mülki islâm": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 127. 
219 "muftenim-î baht-i saîd": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 128. 
220 "ruhânımda": Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65.  
221 "sâmiayî zemzeme-î": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 128; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65.  
222 "Edeler hayrı duâ etmede": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 128. 
 
Fig. 3.99 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud 
(Tophane) fountain, southside 
 
Fig. 3.100 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud 
(Tophane) fountain, westside 
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North 
Devlet ü salṭanat u ʿömrünü efzūn itsün 
Mālikü ʾl-mülk-i ḥaḳīḳī o Ḫüdā-yı maʿbūd223 
 
Ṣıḥḥat u ʿāfiyet iḥṣān idüb ol Rabb-ı Kerīm   
Eyleye ḥıfẓ u emānın o şehe ḫarz-ı vücūd  
 
Zādehü ʾllāhu zehī himmet-i sulṭān-ı cihān   
Eyledi teşne-dilāna kerem ü reʾfet ü cūd224   
 
Şems-i ẕātın ufuḳ-ı salṭanata dāʾir idüb   
İde teʾyid Ḫüdā ẓıll-ı ẓelīlin memdūd225   
 
Ḫayr-hvāhānı bulub neşv ü nemā-yı cāvīd   
Ola bedḫvāhları seyl-i ʿademde nā-būd   
 
ʿİzzet ü rıfʿat ile nuṣret-i bī-ġāyet ile    
Ḳudret ü şevketini dāʾim ide Rabb-ı Vedūd226 
   
East 
Mevḳiʿinde idüb icrā bu zülāl-ı pākī 
Sū-be-sū oldı revān nice ʿuyūn-ı bihbūd 
 
Meşreb-i ṣāfī gibi herkese luṭfu cārī 
Ḥüsn-i evṣāfī gibi ṣafvet-i āb-ı mevdūd  
 
Buldu bu çeşme ile revnaḳ u fer-i Ṭopḫāne 
Oldı sükkānı nevā-sence-i taḥiyyāt-ı Vedūd227 
223 "Mâlik-ül-mülk-i hakikî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 128; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65. 
224 "Zâde-hu-'llâh zehî": ibid. 
225 "üfuk-î saltanatâ", "Ede te'yid-i Hüdâ zıll-ı zalilin": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
65. 
226 "İzzet-ü rifʾat ile", "nusret-i bî-gaâye ilê": ibid. 
227 "revnâk-ü fer Tophâne": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129; "revnak-ü fer Tophânê": Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 
65. 
 
Fig. 3.101 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud 
(Tophane) fountain, northside 
 
Fig. 3.102 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud 
(Tophane) fountain, eastside 
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Tā hübūṭ ide zemīne ḳaṭarāt-ı emṭār  
İde gülbānk-ı senā ḫayr-duʿā çarḫa ṣuʿūd    
 
Ẕātını Ḥaḳḳ ide maẓḥer daʿvāt-ı ḫayra 
Ẕikr-i ḫayr ü ḥasenātı ola mevḳūf-ı ḫulūd228   
 
Didi bu çeşme-i zibāya Naḥīfi tārīḫ 
Rāh-ı Ḥaḳḳda ḥasenāt eyledi Sulṭān Maḥmūd229 
 
Ketebehü Muṣṭafā kātib-i sır-sābıḳā 1145230 
 
The friezes with the arcade and calligraphy are separated by two strips displaying vegetative 
and geometric patterns. The space between the calligraphy and the lower niches is filled with a 
large frieze that is even more abundantly decorated with both abstract and naturalistic leaves 
and flowers. The large friezes merge into a muqarnas capitel that is situated on all four corners. 
(Fig. 3.103) The lower section of the corners is shear cut, and the surface is decorated in an 
almost identical manner on each side. A framework of geometric vegetative patterns captures a 
small fountain at the center above which a small coronet and a calligraphic panel is applied. 
The latter reads the chronogram of Rahmi Mustafa, that starts on the southeast corner and 
continues clockwise on the next three corners. Each corner is adorned with two beyts 
amounting to a total of eight beyts. The calligrapher is unknown.  
 
Southeast 
Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı ʿādil kim odur 
ʿĀlemiñ İskender'i dehriñ ḫıdīv-i ekremī231  
 
Devr-i ʿādlinde ṣuyun buldu riyāż-ı salṭanat  
Mā-ḥaṣal sīrāb-ı cūd itdi serā-pā ʿālemi  
 
 
228 "Zâtınî Hak ede mazhar daavât-î hayrê": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65. 
229 "Râh-i Haktâ": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65. 
230 Correction of transcription is mine: Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 127-129; Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 65. 
231 "Âlemin İskenderî": Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129.  
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Southwest 
Çeşmeler bünyād idüb kūşe-be-kūşe sū-be-sū  
Eyledi Ṭopḫāne'yi şād āb-ı feyż-i ḫurremi232 
 
Ṣu yerine fī sebīli ʾl-llāh idüb beẕl-i nuḳūd  
Eyledi icrā bu dil-cū çeşme-sār-ı muḥkemī233 
 
Northwest 
Ḥabbeẕā bir çeşme-i ṣāf ü lāṭıf ve hoşgüvār  
ʿAynıdır āb-ı ḥayātıñ menbaʿ-ı müstaḥkemī234 
 
Ṭarḥı raʿnā mevḳʿī zībā bīnāsı dil-güşā 
Şöyle kim bakdıkça defʿ eyler göñüllerden ġamı235 
 
Northeast 
Mümkün olsa eylesem bir kerre Rıżvān'a suʾāl    
Ḥavż-ı Kevser'den-midir bu āb-ı nābıñ maḳdemī 
 
Teşnegāna Raḥmi'yā tārīḫin işrāb eyledim   
Saʿy edüb Sulṭān Maḥmūd itdi icrā Zemzem'i236 
 
The niche of the small fountain is crowned with a sunburst or shell and two flowers with a 
garland on either side. The flowers return on the panels in which the water spout was once 
inserted. However, this part of the niche is obscured by four undulating Baroque panels of 
marble. They depict the still-life of a flower vase that was applied to all four corners sometime 
during the second part of the eighteenth century.  
 A photograph from the second half of the nineteenth century reveals that the roof which 
is currently placed on top of the cubicle structure was added during a later restoration. (Fig. 
3.104) The roof originates in the restoration of 1954 that was executed simultaneously with the 
232 "şâdâb-ı feyz-i hurremî": ibid. 
233 "fî sebî.-il-'lâh": ibid.  
234 "Habbezâ ser çeşme, lâtif-ü hoş-güvâr": ibid 
235 "binâsî dil-küşâ": ibid. 
236 "Teşnegâne": correction of transcription is mine, Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129-132. 
 
Fig. 3.103 Wielemaker (2013) Mahmud 
(Tophane) fountain, northeast corner 
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fountain of Saliha Valide Sultan in Azapkapı, and followed after the large scale demolitions 
and street alignment of the coastal motorway between Karaköy and Kabataş. (Fig. 3.105)  
The restoration of the fountain 
must have been based on the 
available nineteenth-century 
engraving of Antoine-Ignace 
Melling (1763-1831) in Fig. 
3.97. The engraving shows a 
roof that was composed of a 
large single dome which, as a 
marker of royal status, was 
presumably made of lead, and 
was encircled by a network of 
tiny domes. An undulating 
corniche made of wood hung over the cubicle reservoir, and was covered with geometric 
patterns and decoration. Melling lived in Istanbul between 1784 and 1796, and temporarily 
served as the chief royal architect of Selim III. The engravings and descriptions from his hand 
provide a rich profile of late-eigtheenth-century İstanbul and the shores of the Bosphorus, and 
were published in 'Voyage Pittoresque de Constantinople et des Rives du Bosphore' in 1819.237 
His account moreover reveals that the marble surface of Mahmud I's meydān çeşmesi was cast 
in various colors of paint and gold: 
 
"This building, which is regarded as one of the most pleasant monuments of 
Oriental architecture, constitutes a perfect square: it is 25 ft. both long and 
wide. Lapis-lazuli treated with mica [which makes the surface of the lapis 
shine], granite, porphyry, and alabaster have been employed in its 
construction. On its most magnificent and pure marble arabesques have been 
237 The book and engravings of Melling have been digitalized and made available at the website of the Teylers 
Museum (Haarlem, The Netherlands): Antoine-Ignace Melling, Voyage Pittoresque de Constantinople et des Rives 
du Bosphore. D'après les dessins de M.Melling, Architecte de l'Empereur Sélim III, et Dessinateur de la Sultane 
Hadidgé sa Soeur, 2 vols. (Paris: MM. Treutel et Würtz, 1819): 
http://teylers.adlibhosting.com/internetserver/BibliotheekDocs/emags/Ottomania_001/index.html#/1/; and  
http://teylers.adlibhosting.com/internetserver/BibliotheekDocs/emags/Ottomania_002/index.html#/1/  
 
Fig. 3.104 Deutsches Archäologisches Institut (1890s) "N.278 Mosque 
et Fontaine de Top-Hané" 
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painted in a high splendor of colors, and primarily with gilt inscriptions and 
numerous passages from the Quran have been engraved."238 
 
Another artist, Antoine-Laurent Castellan visited İstanbul sometime before 1828, and provides 
us with a second description of the fountain and its architectural features:  
 
"It is square and as tall as a building of multiple floors, built in white marble that is 
mixed with other marbles of an even more precious color. The ornaments on the 
surface that are sculpted in relief, painted and gilded, are in such high numbers, that 
it is difficult to formulate a sound impression through description: it is a melange of 
niches, compartments in the shape of columns, crowned by multiple rows of 
friezes, of which one represents an arcade supporting arches that contain gilt vases 
filled with flowers and fruits, sculpted in relief and painted in natural colors."239 
 
The personal taste of Castellan could not approve of the overall impression that radiated from 
the plentitude of colors. He remarks that the ornaments were executed with such delicacy, 
despite the profusion of gold, lapis, and carmine.240 From the accounts of both Melling and 
Castellan arises a meydān çeşmesi that was not only monumental deriving from its size and 
central position. The edifice exhibited a rich variety of colors that was created from goldleaf, a 
combination of lapis and mica (blue), granite (pink-grey), porphyry (purple), alabaster (white), 
and carmine (red). The depictions of the pots and vases, and the calligraphic inscriptions were 
covered with gilt, the flowers and fruits were painted in natural colors, and the geometric and 
vegetative patterns must have showcased a rich ensemble of bright colors. 
 The fountain operated throughout the centuries, but had run out of service sometime 
between the observations of Yüngül in 1957 and those of Çeçen in 1992. A second restoration 
238 "Cet édifice, qui est regardé comme un des plus agréables monuments de l'architecture orientale, forme un 
carré parfait; il a 25 pieds de largeur et autant de hauteur. On a employé à sa construction le lapis-lazuli 
empreint de mica, le granit, le porphyre, et l'albâtre. Sur les marbles les plus magnifiques et les plus purs on a 
peint des arabesques avec un grand éclat de couleurs, et principalement de dorures; on y a gravé des inscriptions 
et de nombreux passages du Coran.": Melling, Voyage Pittoresque, Vol. 2, 13-15. 
239 "Elle est carée, et haute comme une maison de plusieurs étages, bâtie en marbre blanc, entremêlé d'autres 
marbres de couleur encore plus précieux. Les ornemens dont elle est surchargée, sculptés en relief, peints et 
dorés, sont tellement mulitpliés, qu'il est difficile de s'en former une idée nette par la description: c'est un mélange 
de niches, de compartimens en forme de pilastres, couronnés par plusieurs rangs de frises, dont l'une représente 
une colonnade soutenant des arcades, qui contiennent des vases d'or remplis de fleur et de fruits, sculptés en 
relief, et peints des couleurs naturelles.": Antoine-Laurent Castellan, Lettres sur la Morée: l'Hellespont et 
Constantinople, Vol. 2 (Paris: A Nepveu, 1820), 236-237.  
240 "Les ornemens dont les quatre faces de cette fontain sont surchargées, sont exécutés avec beaucoup de 
délicatesse [...] malgré la profusion d'or, de lapis et de carmin dont il est revêtu.": Castellan, Lettres sur la Morée, 
237-238.  
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was executed more recently in May 2006 when Saka Su financed the operation. The 
calligraphic panels were subjected to a paintjob, the marble surface was cleansed in some way 
together with the roof. Lamps were installed in the ground to enlighten the monument during 
the night.241 
Among the large corpus of Taksim project fountains discussed above, I have included a 
few fountains that were not ascribed to the specific construction date of 1145 AH in the 
existing scholarship. These were the fountains sponsored by Gül Ahmed, the grand mufti's 
assistant (şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası), ʿAbdülbaki Ağa, Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed, and Saʿdullah 
Efendi. Nonetheless, the construction chronology of the fountains renounces current 
scholarship, and contributes to a proper and comprehensive image of the contemporary water 
network. A first glance of the architecture reveals that each of the three consecutive phases was 
overtly dominated by one potent individual. The meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan 
overshadowed the fountains that were constructed between April and June 1732, whereas the 
meydān çeşmeleri of Hekimoğlu ʿAli and Yahya Ağa outshined the fountains of the finance 
officials and were completed sometime between May and September 1732. Mahmud I initiated 
the final phase of the construction process in January 1733 with the construction of a meydān 
çeşmesi that conspicuously preponderated all other fountains, and in particular those of the 
queen mother and grand vizier. As a consequence, we can observe a gradual rise in the 
proliferation of decorative elements and overall grandeur throughout the consecutive phases. 
Both the queen mother, as well as the grand vizier and his assistant, and the sultan respectively 
attempted to underscore and represent their self-confidence and legitimacy. The artisans who 
were contracted appear to have chosen from three distinct decorative vocabularies: the classical 
idiom which was established during the sixteenth- and seventeenth centuries, the eclecticism 
which had been developing during the reign of Ahmed III, and finally some elements from the 
Baroque and Rococo which are manifest in but a few decorative programs. The majority of the 
fountains derives heavily from the classical idiom, and are characterized by abstract vegetative 
patterns and motifs, muqarnas elements, and an overall sober outlook. The fountains of Saliha 
Valide Sultan, Üçanbarlı Mehmed, İsmaʿil Efendi, Murabıt Hüseyin, İsmaʿil Ağa, and Hacı 
Mehmed stand out for the profusion of decorative elements taken from the style associated with 
Ahmed III. Exemplary is the combination of vases exhibited on pedestals, which are filled with 
a rich assortment of flower bouquets, and fruit baskets and pots with motifs from the classical 
decorative idiom. The fountains of Mahmud I and Hekimoğlu ʿAli are the only structures to 
241 The commemoration panel inserted in the surface of the square thanks Türk Philips Ticaret A.Ş. for its 
assistance in the enlightenment, although it malfunctions most of the time. 
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showcase elements from the Baroque and Rococo such as the more natural depictions of 
vegetative and floral patterns and curly acanthus leaves. They were deliberately put on display 
on separate façades to strengthen their stylistic opposition to the façades bearing decorative 
elements from the Ahmed III style and the classical idiom. The next chapter will delve more 
deeply into the biographies of the various fountain patrons, and attempt to relate biographical 
information to both fountain architecture as well as socio-political status vis-à-vis the sultan.  
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In this chapter I will deal with the various actors who were part of the trust network that 
evolved around Mahmud I, and establish a collective biography of the group which will 
provide the basis for my social network analysis. After that, I will examine the content of the 
poetic epigraphy, which I have transliterated in the previous chapter, together with the 
architecture and decorative programs of the several fountains. A comparative and 
comprehensive analysis of the fountain architecture will not only reveal the ways through 
which patrons were represented in their building patronage. Most importantly, comparison 
exposes the extent to which both sultan and his allies were able to enforce a sense of hierarchy 
upon the network. 
 The chapter is subdivided into two separate sections that will each employ a different 
approach from social network analysis: either the sociocentric or the egocentric approach. 
However, the nature of Ottoman rule offers an obstacle to any assessment of the relational ties 
which Mahmud I maintained with members from the urban elite. Dynastic authority was 
reflected in the symbolical and physical boundaries that prevented all members from the 
Ottoman dynasty to maintain direct face-to-face contact with non-family grandees. So how do 
we map interpersonal exchange in a context in which relationships were most frequently 
mediated through third parties, like pages and stewards? The Taksim project offers an 
opportunity to measure both the direction and reciprocity of the relationships which the sultan 
(and his mother) maintained, because the architecture proper is visual proof of the 
interpersonal exchange between court and society. Saliha Valide Sultan initiated a directed 
relationship toward a selected number of grandees through the distribution of fountains and 
water, and it is interesting to look at the way in which her favor was reciprocated. The first 
part of this chapter focuses on the relational ties among the various actors in the social 
network of the sultan, and especially the queen mother (sociocentric). The second part is 
primarily bent on analyzing the extent to which Mahmud I himself fulfilled a pivotal and 
central role in his social network (egocentric). 
 
Social network analysis of Mahmud I and his favorites 
The examination of the relational ties among the various grandees who participated in the 
Taksim project necessitates a collective biography of the social network. Therefore, my aim is 
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to establish the individual biographies and political careers of the participating Ottoman 
dignitaries, and extract clues and information about the possible alliances between them. The 
long list of patrons, that will unfold on the following pages, is subdivided according to the 
various state divisions (court, government, financial administration, military, and judiciary). 
Within these categories, I have chosen to arrange every individual on the basis of relative 
rank, thus starting with the highest official for each establishment. Since the poets who were 
invited to dedicate a chronogram to the completion of the fountains were part of the same elite 
circle (together with a few calligraphers), I have chosen to include them in the social network. 
However, I have not been able to determine the extent to which their contribution was 
reciprocated by the respective patrons. The collective biography is in essence based on two 
primary sources: the chronicle of Subhi and the nineteenth-century registers of Mehmed 
Süreyya.1 A number of secondary sources has been very instrumental in complementing my 
knowledge of some individual biographies: 'Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen und ihre 
Werke' from Franz Babinger, the 'Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi', and the 'Türk 
Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi'.2  
 Earlier in the first chapter, my analysis of the construction process and the 
development of the Taksim project revealed that after May 1732 the water network was 
expanded when grand vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa and his newly promoted allies were 
incorporated. What was the influence of Saliha Valide Sultan in the implementation of the 
Taksim water network? And to what extent did the intervention of Hekimoğlu ʿAli generate 
changes in the composition of the social network of Mahmud I? In order to formulate a 
thorough answer to these questions, I have chosen to first establish and analyze the collective 
biography of the social network in April 1732, and after that I will focus on its composition 
and properties after May 1732. Hereafter, the biographies of the following dignitaries will be 
discussed in order of appearance:  
  
1 However, inspite of the comprehensive methods through which the biographical entries in the Sicill-i Osmanî 
were composed, they do need a critical evaluation since the career line and chronology of several dignitaries is 
occassionally inaccurate, contradicts with the eyewitnessaccounts from the chronicles, or seems to mix up the 
biographies of distinct individuals. 
2 Halis Ayhan, Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi (Ankara/İstanbul: 1988-2012); Franz Babinger, Die 
Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen und ihre Werke (Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1927); İlhan Tekeli et al., 
Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1993). 
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Court 
  Mahmud I  
  Saliha Valide Sultan 
  Hacı Beşir Ağa 
  ʿÖmer Ağa 
  ʿAli Ağa 
  Yaʿkub Ağa 
  Mihrişah Kadın 
  Verdinaz Kadın 
  Vuslat Kadın 
  Government 
  Köprülü Hafız Ahmed Paşa 
  İsmaʿil Efendi 
  Gül Ahmed Ağa 
  Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
  ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa 
  Financial administration 
  Saʿdullah Efendi 
  Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi 
  Hacı Mehmed Efendi 
  Firdevsi Seyyid ʿEbubekir Efendi 
  Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
  Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey 
  Military command  
  Gürcü İsmaʿil Ağa 
  Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin Paşa 
  İsmaʿil Ağa 
  ʿAbdullah Ağa 
  ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
  Islamic learned establishment 
  Damadzade ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed 
Efendi 
  Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Seyyid Mehmed 
Efendi 
  Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi 
  Poets & calligraphers 
  Seyyid Vehbi Hüseyin 
  Mehmed Emin Ağa 
  Hanif Ağa 
  Behçet Mehmed Efendi 
  Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki 
  Siraci Siraceddin Efendi 
  Hafız Efendi 
  Necib Efendi 
  Rahmi Mustafa 
  Mehmed ʿİzzet 
  Hocazade Efendi 
  Şehri Mehmed Efendi 
  Vasık İbrahim Efendi 
 
Mahmud was born on 2 August 1696 in Edirne Palace as the son of sultan Mustafa II and his 
concubine Saliha Kadın. At the age of five, Mahmud started his education, and was officially 
inaugurated through a ceremony (bed-i besmele) that marked the transition which was held on 
18 May 1702. Mahmud received his education from İbrahim Efendi, who was the son of 
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grand mufti Feyzullah Efendi, who in turn had been the teacher of Mustafa II.3 However, after 
the Edirne Incident, which brought about the deposition of his father, Mahmud was 
transferred to the New Palace in İstanbul together with the entire court, and his mother was 
compelled to resettle in the Old Palace. Because the grand mufti was executed and his 
offspring exiled to Bursa, we do not know who was appointed next to teach the young princes 
in İstanbul. In any case, Mahmud must have received the necessary training in the arts, proper 
behavior, and politics from his mother, who was allowed to pay regular visits to the imperial 
harem, and most importantly from his grandmother Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan. His 
father Mustafa II died shortly after his deposition on 29 December 1703.4 Mahmud appears to 
have had a special talent for the arts, and wrote a number of musical compositions and poems. 
His penname was 'Sebkātī'.5 The prince was 37 years old when the Patrona Revolt brought 
him to the throne as Mahmud I on 2 October 1730. During his sultanate, Mahmud I had a 
considerable number of concubines to his disposition, but for some reason the sultan was 
unable to generate any offspring.6   
 A notorious aspect of Mahmud I's reign is the long period of peace which he managed 
to realize with the Habsburg and Russian Empires after the peace treaties of 1739. The 
introduction of the Ottoman Baroque under his patronage during the 1740s reveals that the 
sultan did not intend to communicate the sovereignty and prestige of his dynastic empire 
through military superiority. Rather, Mahmud I made use of what we may call cultural 
diplomacy and conspicuous consumption for the purpose of which a visual vocabulary was 
appropriated that appealed to the European states.7 But the ongoing frenzy of palatial 
construction activities, which I have already discussed in the introduction of this thesis, was 
also intended to impress the domestic audience, and was accompanied by a series of 
charitable works for the benefit of the (Muslim) people in both İstanbul as well in the 
province. Mahmud I expanded the endowment of the Ayasofya Mosque with a library, soup 
kitchen, ablution fountain, and a bathing house (in Çağaloğlu), enriched the Fatih Mosque 
with a second libary under his patronage, renovated and upgraded the Kurşunlu Mahzen 
3 According to Sakaoğlu, the date April 10, 1696 is also frequently cited as the birth date of Mahmud I: Kurtaran, 
Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 9-12; Özcan, 'Mahmud I', 348; Necdet Sakaoğlu, 'Mahmud I'  in Dünden Bugüne 
İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 5 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 247-248. 
4 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 20-22. 
5 Ibid, 49-50. 
6 Mahmud I is said to have had five concubines in 1154 AH, and six in 1167 AH. However, there are no lists of 
the concubines who accompanied him during his early reign: Kurtaran,  Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 22-23; 
Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 145-146. 
7 Ünver, Architecture for a New Age. 
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Mescidi into a congregational mosque, erected a sebīl-küttāb (fountain with upper-story 
school) in Cairo, and reconstructed a number of mosques after they had been destroyed by 
fire.8 The frequent conflagrations that harassed the city of İstanbul caused immeasurable 
damage to its inhabitants, and the sultan regularly decided to financially compensate the 
victims in the reconstruction of new homes.9  
 Mahmud I could not see the completion of his greatest pious deed, the construction of 
a royal mosque complex next to the Grand Bazaar for which the fundaments were laid in 
1749. During his final years, the sultan suffered from fistules to which he eventually 
succumbed in the winter of 1754. Mahmud I went out to perform his Friday Prayer on 13 
December, but collapsed from his horse on his return to the palace; the sultan became 67 
years old. His half-brother ʿOsman III did not want to bury him in the tomb that was already 
prepared in the Nur-ı ʿOsmaniye Mosque, and instead chose to lay his body in the family 
tomb of the Yeni Valide Mosque in Eminönü next to their father Mustafa II.10 
 
Saliha Valide Sultan was allegedly born in 1680 in a Greek family in Azapkapı (İstanbul), 
but this is highly unlikely since all female servants of the dynasty were recruited among the 
enslaved war captives from the frontier.11 She became the concubine of Mustafa II, and gave 
birth to Mahmud in 1696. After the Edirne Incident and the deposal of Mustafa II in 1703, she 
was transferred to the Old Palace in İstanbul from where she presumably negotiated and 
sustained her alliances with members from the imperial palace and the urban elite. When she 
rose to the rank of queen mother in 1730, she performed a series of charitable deeds to 
contribute to the consolidation of her son's reign, and bring about the legitimacy of the 
Ottoman dynasty as a whole. Her patronage of water facilities stood in line with the 
architectural patronage of her predecessor Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan, and comprised 
the repair and implementation of the Taksim water network and the endowment of çeşmes 
opposite the Sitti Hatun Mosque in Kocamustafapaşa, and near the Defterdar  
Mosque in Eyüp in 1735/36.12 Her patronage also focused on the renovation of the Galata 
8 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 137-141; Özcan, 'Mahmud I', 351-352.  
9 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 126-131; Sakaoğlu, 'Mahmud I', 250-251. 
10 Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 24-25; Sakaoğlu, 'Mahmud I', 252-253. 
11 Both authors claim Saliha was born Greek and lived in Azapkapı, which is not supported by any evidence and 
is most presumably based on the assumption that the endowment of a meydān çeşmesi and sıbyan mektebi in 
Azapkapı targeted her place of origin: Ali Akyıldız, 'Sâliha Sultan' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, 
Cilt 36 (İstanbul: 2009), 45; Kurtaran, Sultan I. Mahmud ve Dönemi, 9-10. 
12 The construction date of 1138 AH (1725) which Tanışık gives for the construction of the fountain in 
Kocamustafapaşa is erroneus (not in the least because it was highly unlikely for sidelined concubines in the Old 
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ʿArab Mosque in 1734/35, and the establishment of a pious foundation to supplement the 
salaries of the mosque's servants and provide for the reading of the Mevlid (birth of the 
Prophet) and parts of the Quʾran.13 Her architectural patronage radiated beyond the capital to 
encompass the transformation of the Hacı ʿÖmer Mescidi in Çengelköy into a congregational 
mosque (cāmiʿ) which was repaired and endowed with a brick minaret and pulpit (minber).14 
Next to that, she reconstructed the Alaca Minare Mescidi in Üsküdar,15 and restored the 
congregational mosque in the fortress of Yerevan.16 Shortly before her death, she was struck 
by an unknown severe illness, and was transferred to the Tırnakçı Yalısı hoping she would 
rehabilitate there. But on 21 September 1739 (17 Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1152 AH), she died and 
was buried in the tomb of the Yeni Valide Mosque, which was endowed by her mother-in-law 
Hadice Turhan Valide Sultan. Amid the graves of the sons and grandsons of the latter, and 
two daughters of Ahmed III, Saliha Valide Sultan represents the only member of the royal 
family who did not maintain a blood relation with the others.17  
 
Hacı Beşir Ağa endowed a Taksim fountain near the seventeenth-century Hacı Receb 
Mescidi in Fındıklı. He was most presumably born around 1655 somewhere in Abyssinia 
where he was enslaved and taken to Egypt for castration and trade on the slave market. 
Initially, Beşir Ağa appears to have been in the possesion of the local Egyptian grandee 
İsmaʿil Bey who had been chief finance officer of the province, and was son-in-law of an 
influential military commander. İsmaʿil Bey must have presented his eunuch protégé to the 
sultan not only as a gift, but also to safeguard the representation of his interests at the imperial 
court.18 Presumably, Beşir Ağa arrived in İstanbul somewhere before 1694 when he was in 
his fourties. Usually after their arrival, the younger eunuchs would receive a solid Islamic 
education within the harem compound before they were recruited in the service of the queen 
mother. Beşir Ağa appears to have walked through an extraordinary swift career path. Shortly 
after his arrival in the New Palace, Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan already presented him to 
her son Mustafa II as a gentleman-in-waiting (muṣāḥib), and afterwards he was assigned to 
Palace to bring about public promotion of their person through architecture), and based on a wrong calculation. 
The correct date is 1148 AH (1735/36): Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 1, 130-132, 148-150. 
13 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 357.  
14 Ibid, 479-480. 
15 Ibid, 23.  
16 Ibid, 545-546.  
17 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 23; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 38; Uluçay, Padişahların 
Kadınları ve Kızları, 116-117.  
18 Jane Hathaway, Beshir Agha. Chief Eunuch of the Ottoman Imperial Harem (Oxford: Oneworld, 2005), 17-26. 
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the education of prince Ahmed.19 His early court career was most presumably brought about 
by his experience in the household of İsmaʿil Bey, and the favoritism of both chief black 
eunuch Yapraksız ʿAli Ağa and the queen mother. For this reason, the Edirne Incident of 1703 
did not influence his position in the harem, and Beşir Ağa became gentleman-in-waiting of 
the new sultan Ahmed III. Beşir Ağa was selected to accompany the sultan's old wet nurse 
(dāye ḫātūn) on her pilgrimage to Mecca in 1705, and was promoted to palace treasurer in 
1707 which automatically made him candidate to the post of chief black eunuch. However, 
four years later the grand vizier had him exiled to Cyprus together with the chief black eunuch 
Uzun Süleyman Ağa in 1713.20 Gülnüş Emetullah had aged considerably (she died two years 
later), and could not prevent the exile of her protégé.  
 Beşir Ağa was sent to Egypt sometime after that, and presumably went to live in the 
neighborhood surrounding Birkat al-Fil where all exiled palace eunuchs resettled.21 He was 
appointed chief tomb eunuch, and became responsible for the supervision of the Prophet's 
tomb in Medina in 1714.22 Presumably as a consequence of the rise of Damad İbrahim Paşa in 
court, Beşir Ağa was recalled to İstanbul in 1716 to become chief black eunuch, and 
supervisor of the imperial endowments in the Holy Cities of Mecca and Medina (şeyḫü ʾl-
ḥarem).23 He finally arrived in the New Palace in 1717, and must have been in his sixties 
when he was officially inaugurated. Beşir Ağa remained in office for an unequalled period of 
time until his death in 1746.24 Prior to his return to the imperial harem, Beşir Ağa had 
amassed a considerable capital, and invested in various pious foundations in Egypt, such as a 
sebīl-küttāb in 1713. His exile had been salaried and the stipends had enabled him to build up 
his power base in Egypt. Therefore, after his appointment to chief black eunuch, Beşir Ağa 
strategically exploited and expanded his alliances. The network of endowed villages under his 
jurisdiction that were scattered throughout the several districts of Egypt could be consigned to 
the tax farms of local grandees in return for their allegiance to the black eunuch.25 As a result, 
Beşir Ağa had gained considerable interest in the interior situation of Egypt that must have 
19 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 29-32; Necdet Sakaoğlu, 'Beşir Ağa (Hacı)' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 2 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 174-175;  
20 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 34-36; Abdülkadir Özcan, 'Beşir Ağa, Hacı' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam 
Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 5 (İstanbul: 1992), 555; Sakaoğlu, 'Beşir Ağa (Hacı)', 174-175.  
21 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 40-42. 
22 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 54-58; Sakaoğlu, 'Beşir Ağa (Hacı)', 174-175. 
23 The imperial endowments of Mekka and Medina consisted of the seventeenth-century Mehmediye complex of 
Mehmed IV, and the sixteenth-century religious complexes of Murad III and Hürrem Sultan, and a Mamluk 
endowment (Daşīşat al-Kubera): Jane Hathaway, 'The Role of the Kizlar Aǧasi in 17th-18th Century Ottoman 
Egypt' in Studia Islamica, No. 75 (1992), 142. 
24 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 59-64.  
25 Hathaway, 'The Role of the Kizlar Aǧasi', 151-153.  
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affected his relationship with the sultan and the grand vizier. The fact that he had served three 
subsequent sultans (Mustafa II, Ahmed III, and Mahmud I) and was trained in politics and the 
survival of the dynasty through the patronage of Emetullah Gülnüş made him the most 
powerful and influential advisor of Mahmud I.  
 His wealth and status were reflected in and promoted through the numerous charitable 
works he performed in İstanbul alone. They are highlighted in the work of Ayvansarayi and 
encompass the installation of minbers in the mescids of İmam Hanı in Bayezid, of Fuad Paşa 
in Binbirdirek, of Takyeci in Otakçılar, of Sultan Bayezid in Galata, of Yeni Çeşme in 
Üsküdar, and of Kavak İskelesi in Kavakburnu.26 Beşir Ağa established the hadith school 
(darü ʾl-ḥādīs) complex with a primary school, library, and çeşme in Eyüp in 1734/35, and 
reconstructed and restored the Karağaç Mosque in Sütlüce. Next to that, he restored the 
Unkapanı Mosque, and endowed a soup kitchen (ʿimāret) and mekteb in the vicinity of the 
Kariye Mosque. More so, Beşir Ağa built his own complex, the Ağa Mosque complex, near 
the government office (paşa ḳapısı) with a library, mekteb, medrese, tekke, sebīl, and çeşme in 
1745/46.27 Moreover, he built two royal tribunes (maḫfil) in the Eyüb Sultan Mosque, and 
installed the ablution spouts in the medrese near the Sinan Paşa Mosque in Beşiktaş and the 
Sarıyer Mosque.28 Finally, his patronage radiated beyond the capital and enriched Medina 
with a library and medrese, a sebīl-küttāb in Cairo, and library and medrese in Ziştovi.29 Beşir 
Ağa died on 3 June 1746 (12 Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1159 AH), and was buried in a small tomb 
next to that of Eyüb Sultan.30 
 
ʿÖmer Ağa built a Taksim fountain next to the sixteenth-century Çukurcuma Mosque in 
Tophane. He must have been a black eunuch in the service of the imperial household who had 
risen to the second highest rank of palace treasurer (ḫazinedārbaşı). We do not know whether 
he had been in this office since the reign of Ahmed III, or that he owed his promotion to the 
favor of either Saliha Valide Sultan or Mahmud I. ʿÖmer Ağa was succeeded by Moralı Beşir 
Ağa somewhere in 1144 AH, thus shortly after his endowment of the fountain.31 There are 
two possibilities surrounding his removal from office: either he died of old age (since only the 
26 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 45, 175, 304, 361, 504-505, 520. 
27 Ibid, 303, 319-320, 262, 178, 55. 
28 Ibid, 270, 409, 454.  
29 Özcan, 'Beşir Ağa, Hacı', 555. 
30 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 371. 
31 Ibid. 
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most experienced and developed eunuchs could attain the office), or he was exiled after Beşir 
Ağa found the ambitions of ʿÖmer Ağa too risky for his own position. 
 
ʿAli Ağa was another black eunuch who stood in service of the imperial household. The 
Taksim project gave him the opportunity to sponsor the construction of a fountain near Galata 
Palace. Next to that, Tanışık records the existence of a second fountain that was built in the 
vicinity of Silivrikapı in Kocamustafapaşa in 1737/38 under his patronage.32 The chronicle of 
Subhi misidentifies ʿAli Ağa with a certain ʿOsman Ağa, who presumably never even existed, 
but does record his promotion from chief accountant of the endowments in Mecca and 
Medina (ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi) to steward of Saliha Valide Sultan after the enthronement 
of Mahmud I. The chronogram that was dedicated to his fountain next to Galata Palace, and 
more specifically the signature of the calligrapher (Mehmed Emin), suggests that ʿAli Ağa 
had started his career in the Old Palace. Next to that, the chronogram reveals that sometime 
before or during the implementation of the Taksim project, ʿAli Ağa was promoted to chief 
agha. Presumably, he prolonged this office until his death sometime after the construction of a 
second fountain in 1737/38, which is the last proof of his existence. The incorrect entry in the 
chronicle of Subhi has led Mehmed Süreyya to mix the career paths of ʿAli Ağa with a certain 
ʿOsman Efendi, who made career in the finance bureau between 1735/36 and 1737/38, and 
with ʿAcem ʿAli Ağa, who among others had been overseer of tobacco (duhan) customs and 
building overseer of the Laleli Mosque under Mustafa III.33  
 
Yaʿkub Ağa endowed a Taksim fountain in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Yahya 
Kethüda Mosque in Kasımpaşa. He started his career as the weapons-bearer of Mahmud I 
right after the latter's enthronement in October 1730, and stood in his service for nearly three 
years. After that, Yaʿkub Ağa was rewarded with a promotion to the rank of vizier and 
governor of Adana in October 1733 (Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1146 AH), sancakbey (mutaṣarrıf) of 
Mersin (İçel) in December 1735/January 1736 (Şaʿban 1148 AH), and governor-general of 
Aleppo (Haleb) in June 1740 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1153 AH). In confirmation of his loyalty to the 
sultan, Yaʿkub Ağa married Asıme Zeyneb Sultan, daughter of Ahmed III, in March 1743 
(Muharrem 1156 AH), and became governor of Adana for a second time in 
32 Tanışık, İstanbul Çeşmeleri, Cilt 1, 154-156. 
33 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 238; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1289.  
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November/December 1743 (Şevval 1156 AH). He died sometime after that, although the 
exact date of his death is unknown.34  
 
Mihrişah Kadın financed the construction of a Taksim fountain next to the seventeenth-
century Hoca ʿAli Mescidi in Tophane. She was the second concubine of Ahmed III, and gave 
birth to three princes: Süleyman in 1710, Mustafa (III) in 1717, and Seyfüddin in 1727.35 Her 
patronage of four fountains in the extension of the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line 
(mentioned in the Introduction) suggests that she had risen considerable in prestige among the 
royal concubines probably by virtue of her copious, male offspring. Moreover, after the 
deposition of Ahmed III and the resettlement of Mihrişah Kadın in the Old Palace, she 
appears to have enjoyed status of almost equal proportions and was invited to participate in 
the Taksim project. Mehmed Süreyya claims she died in 1144 AH, but considering the fact 
that she endowed a fountain in 1145 AH this must be false.36 She died in March/April 1733, 
and was buried in a grave outside the tomb of Hadice Turhan Sultan in the Yeni Mosque in 
which primarily the latter's sons and grandsons were buried. Ayvansarayi mentions that a 
fountain adjoined the grave of Mihrişah Kadın, which was her pious foundation.37 Her sons 
Süleyman and Seyfüddin both died in the same year, and Mustafa III would commemorate the 
Ayazma Mosque built in 1760 in Üsküdar to his mother. 
 
Verdinaz Kadın built a Taksim fountain next to the sixteenth-century Yağakapanı Mescidi in 
Galata. She was the fifth concubine of Mahmud I. Uluçay for some reason accredits the 
endowment of an unknown sebīl opposite the ʿAtıf Efendi Library in Muratpaşa to her, and 
refers to İzzet Kumbaracılar in his annotations. But the latter clearly states that the sebīl was 
the endowment of a certain Rehabula Kadın who, deriving from her gravestone, died in 1147 
AH.38 Who was this woman and what was her relation to Verdinaz Kadın? And why did 
Uluçay ascribe the sebīl to Verdinaz Kadın? She died on 16 December 1804 (13 Ramazan 
1219 AH) and was buried in Şehzadebaşı.39  
 
34 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1620.  
35 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 212-216; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 
127-128.  
36 Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 127-128; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 26.  
37 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 23; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 127-128.  
38 Kumbaracılar, İstanbul Sebilleri, 36-37; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 146.  
39 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 45.  
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Vuslat Kadın endowed a fountain next to the sixteenth-century Eyyühüm Ahmed Efendi 
Mescidi. But apart from that, she is completely unknown. Uluçay even mistakenly mentions 
her among the concubines of Mahmud II.40 She appears to have been the third concubine of 
Mahmud I, and it is plausible that she died shortly after her endowment of the fountain and 
was totally forgotten from the official record of history. 
 
From here on start the biographies of the selected dignitaries who fullfilled influential 
positions in the government.  
 
The first is Köprülü Hafız Ahmed Paşa who financed the construction of a fountain next to 
the seventeenth-century Kazğancı ʿAli Ağa Mescidi in Taksim. He was the son of Köprülü 
Nuʿman Paşa and grandson of Köprülü Fazıl Ahmed Paşa. Köprülü Nuʿman Paşa was 
betrothed to (Büyük) ʿAyşe Sultan, daughter of Mustafa II, shortly before the Edirne Incident, 
which postponed the celebrations until April 1708 when the marriage was sealed. ʿAyşe 
Sultan moved to the Zeyrek Palace during the next month, and her husband became grand 
vizier in June 1710. Köprülü Nuʿman died in his fifties when he was governor of Heraklion 
(Kandiye) on Crete in 1719/20. Unfortunately, we do not know whether Köprülü Ahmed was 
the son of ʿAyşe Sultan (she was remarried to Silahdar İbrahim Efendi after one year), but it is 
more likely that he was born earlier to another concubine of Köprülü Nuʿman.41 Köprülü 
Ahmed is often forgotten from the popular history of the illustrious family, and instead his 
uncle Köprülü ʿAbdullah Paşa, who died in the war against the Safavids in 1735/36 (1148 
AH), is said to be the last famous scion from the eigtheenth-century family history.42 
Although Köprülü Ahmed did not become grand vizier like his forefathers, his swift court 
career and promotion to vizier and close advisor of Mahmud I proves that he nonetheless 
managed to secure the family's political influence and remained closely tied to the Ottoman 
dynasty.43  
40 Uluçay cites a document in his annotations in which she is referred to as the "deceased, third Vuslat Kadın": 
Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 186.  
41 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1265; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 119-120.  
42 Köprülü Nuʿman Paşa is the last scion of the family to deserve an entry in the 'İslam Ansiklopedisi' of Türk 
Diyanet Vakfı, and both English and Turkish (which is a translation of the latter) Wikipedia pages offer a table 
of the "famous grand viziers and pashas" from the family that ends with Köprülü ʿAbdullah Paşa: 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/K%C3%B6pr%C3%BCl%C3%BC_family;  
http://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/K%C3%B6pr%C3%BCl%C3%BC_ailesi; Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 81. 
43 Artan has argued that the extraordinary power which the Köprülü family held during the second half of the 
seventeenth century was brought to an end when Ahmed III consolidated his own networks of power through 
royal weddings. The fact that Ottoman princesses were not married to Köprülü grandees anymore is indicative of 
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 Twelve years after the death of his father, Köprülü Ahmed became assistant of the 
gatekeepers (ḳāpıcılar ketḫüdası) after the enthronement of Mahmud I. Already on 22 April 
1731 (14 Şevval 1143 AH), Köprülü Ahmed was promoted to the rank of vizier and assigned 
to the post of chancellor a couple of days later on 1 May (23 Şevval 1143 AH).44 Sometime 
after the arrival of grand vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli in İstanbul, Köprülü Ahmed was promoted 
governor of Nicopol (Niğbolu) to become custodian (muhafız) of Vidin in April/May 1733 (Zi 
ʾl-kade 1145 AH).45 But when Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa replaced Hekimoğlu ʿAli in the grand 
vizierate in July 1735 and arrived in the capital toward the end of September, Köprülü Ahmed 
was summoned back to the capital in October (Cemaziye ʾl-ahır 1148 AH) to reassume his 
position as chancellor. This could suggest that Gürcü İsmaʿil and Köprülü Ahmed maintained 
an alliance.46 Thereafter, Köprülü Ahmed started serving in the province as governor of 
subsequently Sophia, Thessaloniki (Selanik), Heraklion, Crete (Girid), Ioannina (Yanya), 
Euboea (Ağrıboz), Belgrade, Aleppo (Haleb), Bosnia, Ochakiv (Özi), and Egypt where he 
died eventually in 1769/70.47 
 
İsmaʿil Efendi constructed a fountain with upper-story mekteb next to the Kemankeş Mustafa 
Paşa Mosque in Karaköy. He appears to have originated in the village of Karayüzü Köyü in 
Kastamonu, and was trained in the administration of the grand vizier's personal secretary 
(ṣadr-ı aʿżam mektubcusu). After the accession of Damad İbrahim Paşa to the grand vizierate 
in 1717/18, İsmaʿil Efendi became his personal secretary. He was promoted to chief secretary 
under Kabakulak İbrahim Paşa, and having fulfilled the office for a number of years acceded 
to the post of chancellor on 14 December 1736 (10 Şaʿban 1149 AH). His stable career and 
slow but gradual rise in the government attest to the fact that he must have been a solid and 
trustworthy bureaucrat. İsmaʿil Efendi was able to sustain a durable client-patron relationship 
with Mahmud I, and create new bonds of allegiance with a series of subsequent grand viziers. 
In 1738/39, İsmaʿil Efendi most probably retired and went on pilgrimage to Mecca where he 
financed repair works for the local water distribution system. Afterwards, he moved to 
Medina and died two years later.48  
their declined infuence. However, the career of Köprülü Ahmed shows that court service provided the family 
with an alternative to build up close bonds with the sultan: Artan, 'Royal weddings and the Grand Vezirate', 356-
360.   
44 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 82-83. 
45 Ibid, 199.  
46 Ibid, 259-262. 
47 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 215.  
48 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 818; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Deryâ Çeşmeleri ve Sebilleri, 321.  
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Gül Ahmed Ağa built a fountain next to the Gülşeniyye Tatar Efendi dervish lodge in 
Cihangir that was built during the 1720s. He was a janissary who had risen to the rank of 
commander of the weapons-bearer corps (silāḥdār ağası) in 1718/19, and was sergeant of 
several regiments. The enthronement of Mahmud I seems to have precipitated his career 
switch for in November 1730 (Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1143 AH), Gül Ahmed was enrolled in the 
finance bureau to function as inspector (başbakikulu). When Kabakulak İbrahim was selected 
to fulfill the grand vizierate, Gül Ahmed was appointed to become sergeant-at-arms in 
January 1731 (Receb 1143 AH). After Topal ʿOsman had become grand vizier, Gül Ahmed 
was promoted to his assistant in September (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1144 AH). But after the arrival of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli in the capital, Gül Ahmed was temporarily discharged and replaced by the 
former's son-in-law Yahya Ağa. Even so, as soon as Yahya Ağa had been transferred to the 
court and became chief stable master, Gül Ahmed was reinstated in September/October 
(Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1145 AH). In June 1734 (Muharrem 1147 AH), Gül Ahmed was promoted to 
the rank of vizier and became governor of Jedda. Mehmed Süreyya claims that he was also 
assigned to supervise the endowments in Mecca and Medina (şeyḫü ʾl-ḥarem), but that is 
highly unlikely since the function was only bestowed upon black eunuchs. Gül Ahmed died in 
1738/39.49 The location of his fountain next to the Gülşeniyye lodge could suggest his 
patronage of or even membership in the dervish order.  
 
Yeğen Mehmed Ağa built a fountain opposite the seventeenth-century Bağ Odaları Mescidi 
in Kabataş. He was the nephew of Gül Yusuf Efendi, who had climbed up in the finance 
bureau during the reign of Mustafa II until his assassination in 1697. Like his uncle, Yeğen 
Mehmed started his career holding the office of customs commissioner (gümrük emini) 
shortly after the enthronement of Mahmud I. He was promoted to steward of the gate (kapı 
kethüdası) after the accession of Topal ʿOsman Paşa to the grand vizierate. Mehmed Süreyya 
remarks that he was disposed somewhere in 1730/31, although he does not mention explicitly 
from which office.50 Nonetheless, Yeğen Mehmed was still in office when his fountain was 
completed around June 1732, since the calligraphic panel refers to him as "ketḫüdāsı bāb-ı 
devletde". But we do not know what happened to him after the installation of Hekimoğlu ʿAli. 
In 1733/34, Yeğen Mehmed was promoted to chief clerk of retained revenues (mevḳufatçı), 
49 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 214.  
50 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 843, 1076-1077; Cilt 5, 1692. 
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and returned to overseeing customs sometime later. In 1736/37, he was promoted to become 
secretary of the imperial army (rikāb-ı hümāyūn), and became deputy grand vizier in August 
1737 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1150 AH). This was the immediate stepping stone to the office of grand 
vizier on 19 December 1737 (26 Şaʿban 1150 AH). Two years later on 3 March 1739 (21 Zi 
ʾl-kade 1151 AH), Yeğen Mehmed was dismissed and exiled from the capital after which his 
provincial career started as custodian (muḫāfız) of Heraklion (Kandiye) on Crete, and 
governor of subsequently Bosnia, ʿAydın, and Kars where he died on 23 August 1745 (25 
Receb 1158 AH).51  
 
Now follow the biographies of the participating dignitaries who fulfilled top positions in the 
management of the financial administration. ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa was the head of the finance 
bureau, and sponsored the construction of a fountain opposite the Cami-i Kebir in Kasımpaşa. 
He was the son of Nişancı Mehmed Paşa, who had married Fatma Sultan, the daughter of 
Mehmed IV, shortly before her early death in 1700.52 ʿİzzet ʿAli was trained in the 
government administration, and became secretary of the finance officer (defterdār 
mektubçusu) in 1724/25. Mehmed Süreyya claims that ʿİzzet ʿAli was promoted to chief 
finance officer (defterdār-ı şıḳḳ-ı evvel) himself in 1728/29, but the chronicle of Küçük 
Çelebizade clearly states that on 11 May 1729 (12 Şevval 1141) the tenure of Bozoğlan 
İbrahim Efendi as chief finance officer was prolonged.53 However, during the grand vizierate 
of Damad İbrahim Paşa, the finance bureau was coordinated by three finance officers. ʿİzzet 
ʿAli might have been the second (defterdār şıḳḳ-ı sānī), while the third post (defterdār şıḳḳ-ı 
sālīs) was held by a certain Mustafa Efendi since 1 April 1729 (12 Ramazan 1141 AH) after 
the death of his predecessor.54 The first time the chronicle mentions ʿİzzet ʿAli in his function 
as chief finance officer is, when the latter attended the audience that was given to Eşref Şah in 
July 1730, shortly before the outbreak of the Patrona Revolt.55 However, earlier in the 
chronicle it was Bozoğlan İbrahim who in his role as chief finance officer was invited to 
attend official ceremonies, so ʿİzzet ʿAli might have replaced him in the office sometime 
between 1729 and 1730.  
51 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1076-1077. 
52 Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 110.  
53 Aktaş, Çelebizâde Âsım Tarihi, 264-265; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1076-1077. 
54 Aktaş, Çelebizâde Âsım Tarihi, 287-288. 
55 Ibid, 293.  
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 When the Patrona Revolt broke out in September 1730, ʿİzzet ʿAli hid away in his 
residence to escape the rebellious anger.56 However, the new sultan Mahmud I ordered him to 
continue coordinating the finance bureau, and gave him full authority: the two auxiliary 
finance officers were abolished. On 23 September 1731 (21 Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1144 AH), ʿİzzet 
ʿAli was promoted to the rank of vizier, and become a close advisor of the sultan. After the 
dismissal of grand vizier Topal ʿOsman Paşa on 13 March 1732 (15 Ramazan 1144 AH), he 
was asked to become deputy grand vizier until Hekimoğlu ʿAli had arrived from the eastern 
front. During his short tenure, ʿİzzet ʿAli was immediately given the responsibility of 
coordinating the Taksim project, and must have closely cooperated with Saliha Valide Sultan. 
A week or two after the return of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, ʿİzzet ʿAli was promoted governor-general 
of Anatolia on 22 May 1732 (27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH), and became commander-in-chief of the 
Ottoman forces near Yerevan in his place.57 Two years later, ʿİzzet ʿAli died there in 
November 1734 (Cemaziye ʾl-ahır 1147 AH), and was buried in the congregational mosque 
Saliha Valide Sultan had founded in the fortress of Yerevan. The location of his grave is 
illustrative of the patron-client relationship between the queen mother and ʿİzzet ʿAli. His 
son-in-law Rıfʿat Süleyman Bey was enrolled in the finance bureau in the function of chief 
salary official for the infantry (piyāde mukabelecisi) shortly after the accession of Hekimoglu 
ʿAli. Among the charitable works of ʿİzzet ʿAli is the minber that he installed in the Selami 
Efendi Mescidi in Üsküdar.58  
 
Saʿdullah Efendi constructed a fountain next to the sixteenth-century Alçak Dam Mescidi. 
He started his career overseeing the silver mines in the districts of Keban and Ergani in the 
present-day provinces of Elazığ and Diyarbakır respectively. Sometime during the grand 
vizierate of either Kabakulak İbrahim or Topal ʿOsman Paşa, Saʿdullah Efendi must have 
been promoted to chief accountant of poll taxes (cizye muhasebecisi). However, at the start of 
the new Islamic year 1145 AH, and presumably related to the return of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, 
Saʿdullah Efendi was imprisoned following charges of corruption and awaited his trial in 
Yedikule prison.59 His imprisonment is not mentioned in the registers of Mehmed Süreyya 
however, and later he seems to have been restored in favor. Mehmed Süreyya claims that 
Saʿdullah Efendi reassumed the stage when he became overseer of the imperial mint 
56 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 35-36. 
57 Ibid, 160. 
58 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 845; Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 545-555.  
59 Unfortunately, the chronicle is not any more explicit about his alleged crimes than "merkūm Sadullah Efendi 
zimmetinde zuhûr eden mâl-ı mevfûr mutâbelesiyle Yedikule'de haps ü tezlîl olundu": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 163.  
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(darbhane emini), although the exact date is not provided. He was assigned to the post of 
chief finance officer of the imperial army in February/March 1738 (Zi ʾl-kade 1150 AH). 
When peace treaties were signed with both the Habsburg and Russian Empires in fall and 
winter 1739 respectively, Saʿdullah Efendi returned to the capital and resumed his office in 
the imperial mint. Afterwards, he was promoted to the post of chancellor on 20 December 
1743 (4 Zi ʾl-kade 1156 AH), overseer of the imperial mint in November 1745 (Şevval 1158 
AH), and again chancellor in September 1747 (Ramazan 1160 AH). Shortly after his 
retirement in 1748/49 he died, and was buried in the Seyyid Velayet cemetery of Skopje 
(Üsküb).60  
 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi endowed a fountain next to the Bereketzade Mescidi in Galata of 
which both construction date and patron are unknown. Üçanbarlı Mehmed was born in 
1673/74, and started his career as axe-man (baltacı) in the unit guarding Beyhan Sultan, who 
was the daughter of Sultan İbrahim and died in 1700. The division was commanded by his 
father Hacı Halil Ağa.61 During his tenure, he built up a close relationship with Damad 
İbrahim, who served in the corps of axe-men as well, and presumably they both followed 
training in the central administration. In addition, Mehmed Süreyya claims that Üçanbarlı 
Mehmed became secretary of chief black eunuch (darü ʾs-sade yazıcısı) Uzun Süleyman Ağa 
in 1712/13, and chief accountant of the imperial endowments in the two Holy Cities 
(ḥaremeyn muhasebecisi) in April 1713 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1125 AH). But in the first chapter, we 
already ascertained that these posts were fulfilled by the trustworthy black eunuchs from the 
imperial household exclusively. Therefore, Mehmed Süreyya must have mixed up the 
biography of Üçanbarlı Mehmed with that of a eunuch of the same name.  
 The next career move which Mehmed Süreyya registers seem more likely for his 
person: Üçanbarlı Mehmed was promoted representative (vekīl) of the chancellor in August 
1716 (Şaʿban 1128 AH), and chief secretary (reʾisü ʾl-küttāb) after Damad İbrahim rose to 
prominence as grand vizier on 2 August 1718 (5 Ramazan 1130 AH).62 Shortly before the 
outburst of the Patrona Revolt, Üçanbarlı Mehmed was promoted register commissioner 
(defter emini), and accordingly took the office of Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi. As a 
60 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt, 4, 1427-1428.  
61 Uluçay does not give the name of Beyhan Sultan's mother. She was born in 1645 and was married to grand 
vizier Hazerpare Ahmed Paşa in 1647, after his death to Uzun İbrahim Paşa, and after his death in 1683 to 
Bıyıklı Mustafa Paşa: Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 568; Cilt 4, 1024; Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve 
Kızları, 103-104.  
62 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 778-779; Cilt 4, 1024. 
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consequence, the latter managed to negotiate the discharge and exile of Üçanbarlı Mehmed to 
Tenedos (Bozcaada) with the rebels in an effort to reclaim his former position. However, 
when Kabakulak İbrahim had purged the ruling circles from the rebel presence in April 1731 
(Şevval 1143 AH) and expelled Ramanzade ʿAbdullah from the capital, Üçanbarlı Mehmed 
received amnesty and was reinstated as register commissioner. Shortly after the return of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Üçanbarlı Mehmed was promoted to chief finance officer on 23 April 1732 
(27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH) in succession of ʿİzzet ʿAli. However, he died a couple of months 
later in September 1732 (between Rebiü ʾl-evvel and mid-Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1145 AH), and was 
buried in the Sinan Paşa Medresesi in Çemberlitaş.63 
 
Hacı Mehmed Efendi patronized the construction of a fountain opposite the seventeenth-
century tomb of Lohusa Sultan in the vicinity of the naval arsenal in Kasımpaşa. However, 
Hacı Mehmed is virtually unidentifiable if not missing in the registers of Mehmed Süreyya. 
We know that he was the steward of (Büyük) Hadice Sultan, daughter of Mehmed IV, who 
had been married to Musahip Mustafa Paşa in 1675, and to Moralı Hasan Paşa in 1691. After 
the latter died in 1713, she did not marry again, and remained widowed until her death in 
1743 after which she was buried in the family tomb of the Yeni Mosque in Eminönü.64 While 
Hacı Mehmed operated as the treasurer of (Büyük) Hadice Sultan, he was allowed to sponsor 
the construction of a fountain that connected to the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line in 
Üsküdar in 1728/29 (1142 AH).65 This would suggest that Hacı Mehmed had become a 
personal confidant of the princess, and was admitted to the project on the basis of his close 
affiliation with the Ottoman dynasty and presumably also with the household of Damad 
İbrahim. Initially, (Büyük) Hadice Sultan herself might have been invited to participate, after 
all she was a sister of Ahmed III, but she conferred the favor upon her confidant. Hacı 
Mehmed also sponsored the construction of a çeşme next to the gate of the Nakşibendiyye 
Şeyh Murad Efendi Tekkesi, and of a şadırvan in the courtyard in 1730/31 (1143 AH).66 The 
endowment would suggest a relationship between Hacı Mehmed and the grand mufti ʿEbu ʾl-
Hayr Ahmed, and with the Nakşibendiyye order in general, who were in charge of the dervish 
lodge. Most importantly, the endowment of a number of charitable works is indicative of his 
sudden rise in prominence. His service to (Büyük) Hadice Sultan together with his patronage 
63 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1024; Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 172. 
64 Uluçay, Padişahların Kadınları ve Kızları, 108-109.  
65 His identity has been confirmed in the research of Yüngül who has based himself on the "second certificate" 
(ikinci ʿilm ü ḫaber defteri) from the Vakıf Sular: Yüngül, Taksim Suyu Tesisleri, 58. 
66 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 310-312; Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Deryâ Çeşmeleri ve Sebilleri, 336-337. 
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of the Nakşibendiyye dervish order and his contacts with a prominent Islamic scholar 
provided him with the necessary network to pursue a bureaucratic career, more specifically in 
the financial administration. Most presumably, Hacı Mehmed was promoted to overseer of the 
naval arsenal (tersāne emini), when Hacı Ahmed had been given the task of administering the 
implementation of the Taksim project. Therefore, it is quite plausible that his position in the 
finance bureau was safeguarded through the favor of the dynasty, and Mahmud I in particular.  
 The first reference to him in the chronicle of Subhi occurs when after the return of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli in May 1732, Hacı Mehmed was allowed to prolong his office and was 
dressed in a robe of honor, which indicates that he had fulfilled his post in the naval arsenal 
for some time by then.67 But shortly afterwards in June, Hacı Mehmed was promoted chief 
accountant of poll taxes (cizye muhasebecisi) after the imprisonment of Saʿdullah Efendi.68 
However, his tenure in office was of a very short duration, and the anonymous chronogram on 
his fountain commemorates his death in June/July 1732 (Muharrem 1145 AH). His passing is 
not recorded in the chronicle of Subhi, but two entries are indirectly related. The first is a 
series of permutations in the finance bureau that took place sometime between February and 
May 1733, and mentions that Merami Ahmed Efendi was appointed to chief accountant of 
poll taxes.69 The second passage mentions that Beylikçi İsmaʿil Efendi, who had succeeded 
Hacı Mehmed after his dismissal from overseer of the naval arsenal, was permitted to resign 
and go on pilgrimage to Mecca.70 However, there is no record of the fact that Hacı Mehmed 
had died about twelve months earlier. Could this be indicative of the lesser importance of his 
office, since the death of chief finance officer Üçanbarlı Mehmed and register commissioner 
Firdevsi ʿEbubekir is explicitly recorded? Or were the writings of the contemporary court 
chronicler (either Sami Mustafa or Şakir Hüseyin) simply inaccurate? Ayvansarayi asserts 
that Hacı Mehmed lived in Ayvansaray, and was buried opposite the main gate of the Zal Paşa 
Camii in Eyüp.71 Özdeniz offers a transcription of the chronogram adorning his alleged 
gravestone, in which Necib Efendi reveals that the deceased person died while fulfilling the 
67 "ve saʿâdetlü Hadîce Sultân dâmet ismetühâ hazretlerinin kethüdâları Mehmed Efendi'ye Tersâne emâneti 
takrîr ü ibkā ile ilbâs-ı hilʿat kılınup": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 162.  
68 Ibid, 163.  
69 The passage on the permutations in the government and finance bureau is undated, therefore an estimation of 
the date could be assessed from its position in the text between two paragraphs referring to the Islamic months of 
Ramazan and Zi ʾl-kade in 1145 AH: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 196-197.  
70 "İsmetlü Hadîce Sultân Kethüdâları Mehmed Efendi maʿzûl Oldığu Tersâne-i Âmire emânetiyle şâd-kâm ve 
Beylikci İsmaʿil Efendi meʾzûnen âzim-i beytullâhiʾl-harâm Oldıkda": Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 198. 
71 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 312. 
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office of kitchen superintendant (matbah emini) in 1738/39 (1151 AH).72 But the date on his 
gravestone contradicts the obituary on the Taksim fountain that is dated June/July 1732, and 
therefore both circumstances surrounding the death of Hacı Mehmed as well as his final 
resting place remain to be a puzzle. 
 
Firdevsi Seyyid ʿEbubekir Efendi built a fountain next to the sixteenth-century Defterdar 
Mosque in Tophane. He was trained in the central administration before his promotion to 
accountant in the Anatolia department of the finance bureau in 1721/22. Sometime before the 
outbreak of the Patrona Revolt, Firdevsi ʿEbubekir had become chief clerk of retained 
revenues (mevkufatcı), and the enthronement of Mahmud I brought about his promotion to 
chancellor.73 However, as soon as the sultan had consolidated his early regime Firdevsi 
ʿEbubekir was replaced by Köprülü Ahmed in the office of chancellor, and was transferred 
back to the finance bureau to become chief salary official of the cavalry (süvari 
mukabelecisi). The chronicle of Subhi does not explicitly mention the latter's promotion to 
head keeper of the daily account book (ruznamçe-i evvel), and simply refers to him as holder 
of this office in relation to the developments on the eastern front in February 1732.74 The 
promotion of Üçanbarlı Mehmed to chief finance officer paved the way for Firdevsi 
ʿEbubekir to become register commissioner (defter emini), although again this is not explicitly 
mentioned in the chronicle of Subhi.75 Nonetheless, the chronogram for the fountain of 
Firdevsi ʿEbubekir testifies to his promotion to register commissioner. The biography which 
Mehmed Süreyya has provided us with is rather inaccurate with respect to the development of 
his career. In addition, Mehmed Süreyya airs the highly ambiguous contention that Firdevsi 
ʿEbubekir was incapable of speaking.76 Firdevsi ʿEbubekir died sometime in 
September/October 1732 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1145 AH) presumably during or shortly after the 
composition of the chronogram for his fountain by Necib Efendi.77 
 
72 Özdeniz, Kaptan-ı Deryâ Çeşmeleri ve Sebilleri, 341.  
73 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 36.  
74 Ibid, 143-147.  
75 The passage in the chronicle reads: "ve mesned-i valâ-yı defterdârîye Defter emîni Mehmed Efendi mevsûl 
Oldıkda, büyük rûznâmçe hâlâ Başmuhâsebeci olan Kıblelizâde Mehmed Bey'e tevcîh ü ihsân buyrulup" and 
does not record the promotion of Firdevsi ʿEbubekir from büyük rûznâmçe to defter emîni: Aydıner, Subhî 
Tarihi, 160. 
76 "Söz söylemeye bile muktedir değildi": Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 431.  
77 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 172. 
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Hacı Ahmed Ağa constructed a fountain in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Karabaş 
Tekkesi in Tophane. His family came from İzmit and his older brother Kıpti ʿAli Paşa had 
been governor of several provinces during the reign of Mustafa II and retired in 1720.78 Hacı 
Ahmed started his career in the finance bureau, and was appointed overseer of customs 
(gümrük emini) presumably sometime after the Edirne Incident. Between 1705 and 1716, 
Hacı Ahmed was promoted to commander of the sword-bearer troops (silahdar ağası), 
commander of the cavalry (sipahi ağası), inspector of the finance bureau (başbakikulu), and 
customs commissioner for several times, and was promoted to governor of Erzurum in the 
rank of vizier. However, his title was revoked on 21 September 1716 (4 Şevval 1128 AH) as 
he was sent to the fortress of Arşova in Romania. When the peace treaty between the 
Habsburg and Ottoman Empires had been sealed at Petrovaradin, Hacı Ahmed returned to the 
capital to assume the post of sergeant-at-arms, and overseer of the imperial mint (darbhane 
emini) intermittently between 1717 and 1727. After that in 1727, Hacı Ahmed became 
overseer of the naval arsenal (tersāne emini) presumably succeeding Kıblelizade Mehmed.79 
Sometime between May-June 1730, he was assigned to oversee the implementation of the 
Taksim water network, and the deposition of Ahmed III did not affect his position. When the 
completion of the project was celebrated in September 1732, Hacı Ahmed was dressed in a 
robe of honor and showered with gifts.80 Probably somewhere near the end of construction 
activities, Hacı Ahmed was promoted to customs commissioner again since the chronogram 
accredits him to this office.81  
 Earlier in his career, Hacı Ahmed had financed the construction of the Ahmediyye 
Mosque in Üsküdar in 1712/13 (1124 AH). The religious complex replaced the Kefçe Dede 
Mosque and contained a medrese, a library, a Celvetiyye dervish lodge, sebīl, and çeşme.82 
During his tenure in the office of overseer of the naval arsenal, he endowed the town of 
Kasımpaşa with two çeşmes, and the minber Hacı Ahmed installed in the Kadıasker Mescidi 
in Üsküdar could date parallel to or before this period.83 Hacı Ahmed died in 1733/34 (1146 
AH), and was buried in the tomb next to his congregational mosque around which a cemetery 
was arranged.84 However, Aydın Yüksel claims that Hacı Ahmed died three years earlier 
78 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 290.  
79 Ibid, 151.  
80 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 169. 
81 "Ḥāccı-yı Beyt-i Şerīf Aḥmed Ağa-yı pür-himem // Gümrük-i şehr-i İstānbūl'uñ emīn ü dāveri ": see 
chronogram under entry number 11 'Hacı Ahmed Ağa' in chapter 2. 
82 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 505-506.  
83 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 518. 
84 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 151.  
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(1143 AH), so before the construction of the Taksim network, and supports her claim with the 
dates of three gravestones. She states that "Eminzade" Ahmed Ağa died in 1143 AH, his son 
Emin Mehmed Ağa in 1159 AH, and his brother Hüseyin Ağa in 1145 AH.85 However, her 
argument appears to have been based on a wrong interpretation of her source. The "Âbideleri 
ve Kitâbeleriyle Üsküdar Tarihi" learns us that the graves of his daughter Emetullah Hatun 
(1175 AH), his sons Ferid Bey (1180 AH), ʿOsman Ağa (1159 AH), Emin Mehmed Ağa 
(1159 AH), and İbrahim Ağa (1180 AH) were situated in the graveyard.86 While there is no 
mention of his alleged brother Hüseyin Ağa, there is no sign of Hacı Ahmed either. Both 
Yüksel and her source leave use puzzled. Ayvansarayi ascertains that Hacı Ahmed died in the 
year 1733/34 (1146 AH) during the reign of Mahmud I.87 
 
Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey sponsored the construction of a fountain next to the sixteenth-
century Emin Bey Mosque. He was the son of Kıbelizade ʿAli Bey who had made career in 
court service under Mustafa II until his execution in 1703. Kıblelizade Mehmed started his 
career as steward of the gate (kapı kethüdası) of governor Sirke ʿOsman Paşa, who married 
Emetullah Sultan (daughter of Mustafa II) in 1720, and was enrolled in the central 
administration later.88 He was promoted supervisor of the imperial armory (Ṭopḫāne nāẓırı) in 
1720, overseer of the naval arsenal (tersāne emini) shortly afterwards, and renovated the 
Handan Ağa Mescidi (Kuşkonmaz Camii) in Hasköy around the same time.89 After that, 
Damad İbrahim assigned him to oversee the construction of his waterfront palace Neşāṭ-ābād 
(Abode of Gaiety) in Defterdarburnu in 1725/26.90 Mehmed Süreyya claims that Kıblelizade 
Mehmed was discharged from overseer of the naval arsenal in May/June 1727 (Şevval 1139 
AH), which suggests that overseeing the construction of Damad İbrahim's palace was a side 
task.91 Sometime in 1727/28, Kıbelizade Mehmed was promoted to chief accountant 
(başmuhasebeci), and to head keeper of the daily account book (ruznamçe-i evvel) in 
August/September 1729 (Safer 1142 AH). The chronicle of Küçük Çelebizade still refers to 
85 The epithet "Eminzade" is not registered in the registers of Mehmed Süreyya, and is based on the compound 
"ibnü ʾl-emīn" meaning "son of devotion" that is given in reference to Hacı Ahmed in the calligraphic panel 
above the Ahmediyye Mosque: Aydın Yüksel, 'Ahmediye Külliyesi' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, 
Cilt 1 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve Tarih Vakfı, 1993), 136-137. 
86 İbrahim Hakkı Konyalı, Âbideleri ve Kitâbeleriyle Üsküdar Tarihi, Cilt I (İstanbul: Türkiye Yeşilay Cemiyeti 
Yayınları, 1976), 88-89. 
87 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 505.  
88 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 248; Cilt 3, 964; Cilt 4, 1308.  
89 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 324. 
90 Aktepe, Patrona İsyanı (1730), 55-56.  
91 Mehmed Süreyya does not mention the assignment of Kıblelizade Mehmed to bina emini of Neşāṭābād: 
Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 964. 
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him as the head keeper of the daily account book in a passage from July 1730 (Zi ʾl-hicce 
1142 AH).92 Still, Mehmed Süreyya claims that he was discharged in July/August 1729 
(Muharrem 1142 AH), and reinstated in the aftermath of the Patrona Revolt.93 The career line 
which Mehmed Süreyya offers, must have been based on a misinterpretation of the chonicles. 
Quite the contrary, my analysis of the permutations in the state apparatus (Appendix E) shows 
that Kıblelizade Mehmed fell out of favor after the Patrona Revolt (perhaps due to his 
connections with Damad İbrahim), and temporarily disappeared from the record of history.  
 Sometime before the arrival of Hekimoğlu ʿAli in the capital, Kıblelizade Mehmed 
appears to have regained his position in the finance bureau, and was reinstated in the office of 
head keeper of the daily account book on 22 May 1732 (27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH).94 Mehmed 
Süreyya claims that he died shortly afterwards, although the date is slightly incorrect: 1731/32 
(1144 AH). However, the replacement of Kıblelizade Mehmed by former chief accountant 
Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi in January/February 1733 (Şaʿban 1145 AH) suggests that the 
permutation was precipitated by his (natural) death around the same time.95 Again, the death 
of this relatively important finance official seems to have gone unnoticed by the contemporary 
court chronicler (like in the case of Hacı Mehmed), or was deliberately not selected for 
recording. Therefore, it seems that a certain degree of priority or rank influenced the writings 
of court historians, and predetermined the death of which official was to be officially recorded 
for the progeny. On the other hand, the disorderly transition from Sami Mustafa to Şakir 
Hüseyin in the office of court chronicler might also have caused several notable events such 
as the death of Hacı Mehmed and Kıblelizade Mehmed to be forgotten in the writings of 
either chronicler.   
 
Now it is time to examine the individual biographies of the dignitaries who occupied top 
positions in the military command structure.  
 
Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa stood highest in the military rank and file, and constructed a meydān 
çeşmesi on top of the hill overlooking the Golden Horn in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century 
Kamer Hatun Mescidi. He was a slave of supposedly Georgian origin as indicated by his 
epithet, and was in the possession of Türk Şaʿban Paşa, governor of Ankara and Sivas, whom 
92 Aktaş, Çelebizâde Âsım Tarihi, 264-291. 
93 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 964.  
94 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 160.  
95 Ibid, 186-187. 
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he served as a janissary officer. He became the personal treasurer of a certain Arnavut 
Mustafa Ağa after the death of his master in June 1715.96 Sometime before the Patrona 
Revolt, Gürcü İsmaʿil must have resumed his military career in the janissary corps. However, 
he did not occupy any elevated and political posts in the military command structure so that 
his head was spared during the consecutive purges which the government executed after the 
revolt. When another uprising had broken out in March 1731, and Kabakulak İbrahim tried to 
gain a firmer hold of the military officials, Gürcü İsmaʿil was promoted to first lieutenant. 
And shortly afterwards, the deposal of the former paved the way for Gürcü İsmaʿil to become 
janissary commander in September 1731 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1144 AH), since his predecessor 
Şahin Mehmed Paşa was selected to become deputy grand vizier. When Hekimoğlu ʿAli was 
welcomed back in the capital and celebrated his war victory in the east, Gürcü İsmaʿil was 
called for an audience in the grand vizieral palace on 10 May 1732 (15 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH). 
Having arrived there, Hekimoğlu ʿAli dressed him in a robe of honor, and promoted him to 
the rank of vizier. Next to that, the grand vizier promised him to become governor-general of 
Rumelia.97  
 On 25 July 1732 (2 Safer 1145 AH), Gürcü İsmaʿil was officially installed in his 
governor-generalship and left for the province.98 In August, he was assigned to become 
custodian of Lepanto (İnebaht), and a few months later in February 1733, he joined Topal 
ʿOsman on the eastern front, who had just been assigned commander-in-chief of the army. 
They succeeded in retaking Baghdad from the Safavids in July 1733, but the counteroffensive 
which the Safavids launched in October killed Topal ʿOsman, and conquered Baghdad for a 
second time.99 After the defeat, Gürcü İsmaʿil was temporarily removed and appointed 
governor of Diyarbakır. When Köprülü ʿAbdullah Paşa was made commander-in-chief of the 
eastern front and instructed to launch an attack from Azerbaijan in June 1735, Gürcü İsmaʿil 
was ordered to support him as governor-general of Baghdad. However, Köprülü ʿAbdullah 
was killed in battle, and the Safavids triumphed over the Ottomans. Thereupon, Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli was blamed for the failure of the campaign and exiled from the capital. Gürcü İsmaʿil 
was summoned back to the capital on 20 July 1735 (28 Safer 1148 AH) to become grand 
vizier, and coordinate peace negotiations. His short tenure in the grand vizierate was the 
96 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 828; Cilt 5, 1558. 
97 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 157-158. 
98 Ibid, 164.  
99 Olson, The Siege of Mosul, 95-99; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 828. 
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zenith of his political career, and after his dismissal on 25 December 1735 (9 Şaʿban 1148 
AH), Gürcü İsmaʿil died in 1738/39 serving as custodian of Lepanto.100  
 
Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin Paşa endowed a fountain opposite the Mevleviyye dervish lodge in 
Kasımpaşa that was being renovated simultaneously under the patronage of a certain Hasan 
Ağa. Murabıt Hüseyin had served as a naval commander in the imperial navy before his 
appointment to representative of grand admiral Şahin Mehmed Paşa in June 1731 (Zi ʾl-hicce 
1143 AH).101 After the dismissal of Şahin Mehmed Paşa on 29 November 1732 (29 Cemaziye 
ʾl-evvel 1144 AH), Murabıt Hüseyin was given the task of supervising the naval arsenal 
(tersāne reʾisi) in the absence of the grand admiral, since no candidate had been selected 
yet.102 Eventually in December, Murabıt Hüseyin was himself promoted to the rank of captain 
(ḳapūdān), and dressed in a robe of honor which installed him in the office of grand 
admiral.103 But five months later, when Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa had been appointed to become 
grand vizier, Murabıt Hüseyin was replaced with Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa. In the night of 17 
June 1732 (23 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH), a fire broke out in the administrative compound of the 
arsenal that started spreading further across the terrain by the morning. A fortuitous change of 
the weather subdued the fire, and a strong shower extinguised the worst flames. Even so, 
Mahmud I held former grand admiral Murabıt Hüseyin, who was discharged six days earlier, 
personally responsible for the calamity, and ordered his immediate exile from the capital. A 
couple of days later, his exile was rescinded and instead Murabıt Hüseyin was transferred to 
İzmit (İznikmid).104 After that incident, Murabıt Hüseyin disappeared from the (official) 
record of history. The epithet "Murabıt" with which he is identified in the chronicle of Subhi 
must have been derived from his membership in the Mevleviyye dervish order in Kasımpaşa.  
 
İsmaʿil Aga built a fountain next to the gate of the seventeenth-century Kadiriyye dervish 
lodge in Tophane. He was trained in the artillery corps, and promoted commander of the 
organization sometime after the Patrona Revolt, presumably during the grand vizierate of 
Kabakulak İbrahim. When Hekimoğlu ʿAli returned to İstanbul to become grand vizier and 
celebrate his war victories in May 1732 (3 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH), İsmaʿil Ağa was granted a 
100 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 828. 
101 He is recorded with the not so obvious epithet "Maryol" in the registers of Mehmed Süreyya: Süreyya Bey, 
Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 215.  
102 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 122-123.  
103 Ibid, 133.  
104 Ibid, 159.  
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robe of honor. However, he was temporarily replaced by a certain Hacı Hüseyin Ağa 
sometime between October 1732 and January 1733.105 İsmaʿil Ağa eventually died in the 
Habsburg-Ottoman war in 1739/40.106 His patronage of a single façade çeşme next to the gate 
of the Kadirihane in Tophane (plus an additional çeşme embedded in the inner wall of the 
precinct that was constructed two years later), and the endowment of a mekteb in the vicinity 
suggests his association with the Rumiyye branch of the Kadiriyye dervish order.107 
 
ʿAbdullah Ağa endowed a fountain in the vicinity of the sixteenth-century Ağa Mosque in 
Beyoğlu. He was trained in the corps of armorers, promoted to lieutenant, and eventually 
became commander of the organization in July 1724 (Şevval 1136 AH) during the grand 
vizierate of Damad İbrahim. But in the aftermath of the Patron Revolt, Kalaycı Halil Ağa had 
managed to claim his position, and ordered his exile to Bursa. The registers of Sürreya 
Mehmed claim that afterwards he found appointments in the province, and therefore never 
returned to the capital.108 Upon the arrival of Hekimoğlu ʿAli in İstanbul however, the 
chronicle of Subhi mentions that the commander of the armorers ʿAbdullah Ağa together with 
the commanders, lieutenants, and sergeants of the other military corps received a robe of 
honor and were reappointed to their positions.109 This would suggest that ʿAbdullah Ağa was 
most probably granted amnesty and reinstated in his position, when grand vizier Kabakulak 
İbrahim tried to gain a form hold of the military command. Sometime in October 1732, 
ʿAbdullah Ağa was decorated with two horstetails (tuğ) as a token of gratitude for his 
services, and appointed custodian of Seddü ʾl-bahır in Çanakkale in the rank of vizier.110 
When the financial administration discovered that ʿAbdullah Ağa had lined his pockets with 
the salaries sent to him for fictitious soldiers under his command, he was exiled to Rhodes in 
June 1734 (Muharrem 1147 AH) and died almost immediately after his arrival.111  
 
ʿAbdülbaki Ağa financed the construction of a fountain below the sixteenth-century Süruri 
Mescidi in Kasımpaşa. He was a janissary officer before grand vizier Kabakulak İbrahim 
105 The replacement is mentioned in isolation from any other permutations in the chronicle of Subhi but without a 
specific date. The passage is located in between entries dated Rebiü ʾl-ahır and Şaʿban 1145 AH respectively: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 177. 
106 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 161; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 821.  
107 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 390.  
108 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 78. 
109 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 161. 
110 Ibid, 173.  
111 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 224; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 78.  
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promoted him to keeper of the royal hounds (saksoncubaşı) in March 1731. When Gürcü 
İsmaʿil was promoted to janissary commander in September 1731 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1144 AH), 
ʿAbdülbaki Ağa replaced him in the post of first lieutenant, and became janissary commander 
himself when Gürcü İsmaʿil left the capital in August 1732 (Safer 1145 AH). However, 
already in March/April 1733 (Şevval 1145 AH) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa was discharged from office, 
and exiled to Gallipoli for reasons unknown and died there.112 
 
Three members from the establisment of religious learned officials were selected to 
participate in the Taksim project. 
 
The first of them was the grand mufti Damadzade ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed Efendi who 
nonetheless bestowed the favor of the queen mother upon his assistant. The grand mufti was 
born in 1665/66 in a family of Islamic scholars as the son of Çankırlı Mustafa Rasih Efendi, 
the son-in-law of grand mufti Minkarizade Yahya Efendi (hence his epithet "Damadzade", 
son of the son-in-law).113 He started his career as teacher and chief judge of Thessaloniki 
(Selanik) and Bursa before he was assigned to become chief judge of İstanbul in November 
1706 (Şaʿban 1118 AH) for about a year. Sometime after that, ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed became 
chief judge of Anatolia in November 1710 (Ramazan 1122 AH) for about a year, and fulfilled 
the office of chief judge of Rumelia for three times in April 1715 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1127 AH), 
1719/20, and 1725/26. Following the dismissal of Başmakcızade Seyyid ʿAbdullah Efendi, 
ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed was appointed grand mufti on 24 February 1732 (27 Şaʿban 1144 AH), 
and stayed in office for a year and a half.114 By that time, supposedly he had managed to 
transform the medrese endowment of his father in the Nişancılar quarter of Eyüp into a zaviye 
(small dervish lodge), and had entrusted the lodge to the Nakşibendiyye order. ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr 
Ahmed had precipitated the development of the dervish lodge by placing the grave of Şeyh 
Murad Efendi in one of the classrooms of the compound after his death in July 1720.115 But 
ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed was of a considerable age when he assumed office as grand mufti. 
Reputedly, Mahmud I allowed him to sign his fetvas with the imperial seal, because his 
shaking hands prevented him from writing his signature.116 He retired on 21 October 1733 (12 
Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1146 AH), and settled in subsequently Büyükdere and Sütlüce. ʿEbu ʾl-
112 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 164, 197; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 101.  
113 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 310; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1351.  
114 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 437. 
115 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 310-312.  
116 Altunsu, Osmanlı Şeyhülislâmları, 121. 
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Hayr Ahmed died in February 1742 (Zi ʾl-hicce 1154 AH) and was buried next to his father in 
the abovementioned Şeyh Murad Efendi Tekkesi.117 The grand mufti also installed the minber 
of the Hasan Paşa Mescidi in Kefeli, and of the Eski İmaret Mescidi in Fener, and built a 
fountain in Sütlüce.118 Unfortunately, we do not know anything about the identity of the 
grand mufti's assistant (şeyḫü ʾi-islām ketḫüdāsı), and only the endowment of a fountain in 
between the Emin Bey Mosque and Süruri Mescidi in Kasımpaşa points to his existence. 
 
Ak Mahmudzade Seyyid Mehmed Zeyne ʾl-Abidin built a fountain above the 
congregational mosque of Cihangir. He was born on 6 November 1667 (19 Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 
1078 AH) as the son of the former chief judge of Rumelia and Anatolia Ak Mahmud Efendi, 
and was an advanced initiate (ḫalīfe) in the Kadiriyye dervish order. His career started when 
Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed was teacher of various schools, and became chief judge of Mekka. 
He was promoted to chief judge of İstanbul in 1715, and chief judge of Anatolia in 1721/22. 
Next to that, Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed was chief judge of Rumelia for four times in a row 
between 1728 and 1746, and chief of the descendants of the Prophet for three times between 
1720 and 1745. On 26 October 1746 (10 Şevval 1159 AH), he acceded to the office of grand 
mufti and retired after nearly two years service. He died on 20 October 1751 (30 Zi ʾl-kade 
1164 AH), and was buried next to his father in the tomb opposite the Küçük Emir Efendi 
tomb in Eyüp.119 
 
Vardari Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi endowed a fountain next to the sixteenth-century Hacı 
Ferhad Mescidi in Kasımpaşa. He was a son of ʿAbdülgani Efendi, and belonged to the 
lineage of the Sufi Şeyh Hüsameddin, who established the Uşşakiyye branch of the 
Halvetiyye dervish order. His career in the religious establishment took off with his 
appointment as teacher in schools in Eyüp, Edirne, Medina, and İstanbul between 1719 and 
1729.120 Sometime after the enthronement of Mahmud I, Şeyhzade Mehmed must have been 
appointed to become chief judge of Anatolia. The chronicle of Subhi mentions that sometime 
between July and September 1732, he was discharged from office (together with the chief 
judge of Rumelia, Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed) after a tenure of more than one year. He was 
117 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 437.  
118 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 452, 36; Mehmet İpşirli, 'Damadzâde Ahmed Efendi' in Türk Diyanet 
Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 8 (İstanbul: 1993), 449-450; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 437 
119 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 915; Cilt 5, 1711-1712. 
120 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1024-1025.  
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replaced with the son of the decapitated grand mufti Seyyid Mustafa Efendi.121 Thereafter, 
Şeyhzade Mehmed seems to have retired and was exiled to Cyprus in 1745/46 for reasons 
unknown and died there.122 His charitable works comprise the minbers, which he installed in 
the Bazargan Mescidi in the Koca Dede quarter of Çarsamba,123 and in the Papazoğlu Mescidi 
in Unkapanı shortly before his exile.124 
 
A considerable number of poets was involved in the implementation of the Taksim fountains 
as they composed the poetry which adorned and celebrated the structures. Among them, 
Seyyid Vehbi Hüseyin Efendi is the most prominent. He was born in İstanbul, and became 
very successfull in the composition of poetry alongside his career in the judiciary apparatus. 
Vehbi Hüseyin got his penname "Vehbi" from his tutor Ahmed Neyli Efendi (d. 1748), and 
wrote the "Sūrnāme" (Book of Festivities) on special order of Ahmed III in which he 
composed a day to day account of the festivities surrounding the circumcision ceremony of 
four princes and the simultaneous wedding of five princesses in 1720.125 In addition, Vehbi 
Hüseyin wrote a translation and edition of forty hadiths that were remoulded to befit a stanza 
of four beyts. Furthermore, he dedicated a treatise to the Peace Treaty of Passarowitz in which 
the defeat at Varadin and the loss of Belgrade were justified for the benefit of peace. Most 
prominent is his immense corpus of poems (divan) that must have been primarily composed 
and written during his stay in the province. While written from a religious mindset, the poetry 
is coated in a language that is concerned with nature, daily life, contemporary entertainment, 
and love.126 Vehbi Hüseyin wrote more than hundred chronograms of which at least sixty 
were devoted to the patronage of water architecture. Damad İbrahim appears to have been a 
lover of his work, and commissioned several poems for the sebīl of his religious complex in 
Şehzadebaşı and the various fountains which he built. A chronogram of Vehbi Hüseyin 
adorns the Great Dam in Belgrade Forest that was reconstructed by Ahmed III, and the latter 
121 The chronicle of Subhi is not accurate with regards to dates. The entry on the permutations in the chief 
judicial offices is situated in between entries dated Safer and Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1145 AH: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 
164-165. 
122 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 1025.  
123 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 70. 
124 Ibid, 67.  
125 Akbayar, Cilt 5, 1656; Babinger, 271-272. 
126 Hamit Dikmen, 'Seyyid Vehbî' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 37 (İstanbul: 2009), 74-75; 
İskender Pala, 'Vehbî (Seyyid)' in Dünden Bugüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 7 (İstanbul: Kültür Bakanlığı ve 
Tarih Vakfı, 1994), 376-377; Silay, Nedim's New Discourse, 136-138.  
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also requested a chronogram to be inscribed on the magnificent meydān çeşmesi in front of 
the Imperial Palace.127  
 Vehbi Hüseyin fulfilled a pivotal role in the completion of the Taksim project, and 
composed a total of nine chronograms for the royal women and chief agha ʿAli Ağa, ʿİzzet 
ʿAli, Gürcü İsmaʿil, Hekimoğlu ʿAli, and Yahya Ağa. Vehbi Hüseyin became chief judge of 
Tabriz after its conquest in 1725, and was appointed to subsequently Kayseri, Manisa, and 
Aleppo afterwards. Presumably after his retirement, Vehbi Hüseyin left Aleppo and went on 
pilgrimage to Mecca. On his return in İstanbul, he became ill and died shortly afterwards. 
Vehbi Hüseyin died in 1736/37, and was buried in the Canbaziye mescidi in Cerrahpaşa.128 
 
Mehmed Emin Ağa was a calligraphic artist who inscribed the calligraphic panel for the 
fountain of chief agha ʿAli Ağa. His signature reveals that Mehmed Emin was an axe-man in 
the Old Palace, but other than that we do not know anything about his person.   
 
Hanif Ağa composed a chronogram for the fountain of weapons-bearer Yaʿkub Ağa, and the 
Tophane fountain of Mahmud I. His penname is introduced in both poems as "Ḥanīfā" and 
"Ḥanīfā Çakeri", Hanif the Servant, respectively, which would suggest that Hanif Ağa was a 
page who served in the Third Courtyard. Hanif Ağa most probably occupied an important post 
in the privy chamber of the sultan, where both Mahmud I as well as Yaʿkub Ağa were his 
direct superiors.129  
 
Behçet Mehmed Efendi wrote a chronogram for the fountain of Köprülü Ahmed, and was 
trained in the art of both poetry and calligraphy. He was the son of Mustafa Efendi, who had 
made career in the finance bureau. Behçet Mehmed followed in his father's footsteps, and 
enrolled in the finance department under chief finance officer ʿİzzet ʿAli during the reign of 
Mahmud I. After having served as the personal secretary of the chief finance officer for 
thirteen years, Behçet Mehmed became chief finance officer (defterdār-ı şıḳḳ-ı evvel) himself 
on 27 June 1746 (7 Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1159 AH). But on 18 August 1749 (4 Ramazan 1162 
AH), he was discharged and temporarily exiled from the capital. Afterwards, he was granted 
amnesty in May 1750 (Cemaziye ʾl-ahır 1163 AH), and assigned overseer of the naval arsenal 
127 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 137-138, 143-145, 147-148, 154-156, 156-157, 175-
180. 
128 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1656; Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 91. 
129 The weapons-bearer had become de facto head of the sultan's privy chamber by the eigtheenth century: İsmail 
Hakkı Uzunçarşılı, Osmanlı Devletinin Saray Teşkilâtı (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1945), 342-347. 
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(tersāne emini) and chief finance officer for a second time on 9 June 1750 (4 Receb 1163 
AH). But after a short while, on 11 October (10 Zi ʾl-kade 1163 AH), Behçet Mehmed was 
promoted to the rank of vizier and became revenue collector of Alanya (Alaiye). In February 
1751 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1164 AH), he moved to İzmir, and in July (Şaʿban 1164 AH) he became 
custodian of the island Syros. Between March-April 1752 (Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1165 AH), 
Behçet Mehmed was granted amnesty for the second time, and made his comeback in the 
financial administration as chief of daily properties in July (Şevval 1165 AH), and again in 
July/August 1754 (Şevval 1167 AH). On 19 May 1755 (7 Şaʿban 1168 AH), Behçet Mehmed 
became chief finance officer for the last time, and died two months later on 22 August 1755 
(14 Zi ʾl-kade 1168 AH). He was buried in the sıbyan mektebi of a certain İsmaʿil Ağa in 
Şehzadebaşı.130 
 
Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki Efendi composed a chronogram for the fountain of Yeğen Mehmed. He 
came from Van, and was the brother of Islamic scholar Dürri Ahmed Efendi. Saʿdi 
ʿAbdülbaki was trained in the finance department, and sometime during his career he was 
transferred to become chief finance officer of Khotyn (Hotin). In 1733/34, Mahmud I 
requested him to translate the sixteenth-century Persian court history "Eight Heavens" written 
by Idris-i Bitlisi. Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki also participated in the extension of the Damad İbrahim 
Paşa water supply line in Üsküdar through the composition of a poem for ʿAtike Sultan. Saʿdi 
ʿAbdülbaki died in 1748/49.131  
 
Siraci Siraceddin Efendi wrote a chronogram for the fountain of Saʿdullah Efendi, but both 
his work as well as biography is relatively unknown. We know that he came from ʿAyntab, 
and was a scribe in the divan. Siraci Siraceddin died in 1759/60.132  
 
Hafız Efendi composed the poetry for the fountains of Üçanbarlı Mehmed and İsmaʿil Ağa. 
He came from Galata, and died in 1744/45. According to Mehmed Süreyya, he was famous 
for his chronograms, and a line from his work is given (Serîr-i pâk-i firdevs ola Sultan 
Ahmed'e meʾvâ) although the source is not cited.133 
 
130 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 363; Cilt 4, 1153. 
131 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 424; Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 181-182; 
Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen, 280-281.  
132 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1516. 
133 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 2, 556-557.  
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Suyolcuzade Necib Efendi composed the chronograms for the fountains of Firdevsi 
ʿEbubekir and Canibi ʿAli Efendi (whom I will discuss later). Necib Efendi came from Eyüp 
and served as scribe under a judge and under the inspector of the imperial endowments in 
Mecca and Medina. Necib Efendi was trained in the art of calligraphy and poetry and wrote a 
guide on calligraphy bearing the title "Visualizing Books" (Devḥatüʾ l-Küttāb). In addition, 
Hacı Mehmed seems to have been a lover of his poetry. Necib Efendi wrote several 
chronograms crowning his çeşme and şadırvan in the Şeyh Murad Efendi Tekkesi in Eyüp, 
and the fountain connecting to the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line in Üsküdar. Necib 
Efendi died in 1757/58.134 
 
Rahmi Mustafa Efendi wrote chronograms for the fountain of Hacı Ahmed and Mahmud I. 
He was born in Bahçesaray on the Crimea and having arrived in İstanbul was trained in the 
central administration. Rahmi Mustafa became the secretary (divān kātibi) of Mehmed Paşa, 
the son-in-law of Damad İbrahim, and after that secretary of the naval arsenal (tersāne kātibi). 
Rahmi Mustafa had composed a collection of poems. His chronograms appear to have been 
popular during the reign of Ahmed III, and in particular during the extension of the Damad 
İbrahim Paşa water supply line. The meydān çeşmesi of Ahmed III along the waterfront in 
Üsküdar was decorated with one of his chronograms, and Damad İbrahim commissioned him 
to compose two chronograms for his own fountains. Furthermore, Rahmi Mustafa received 
requests from the royal women. Mihrişah Kadın wished to honor the four fountains she 
patronized with his poetry, and the fountains of a selected number of royal women and/or 
their sons were equally marked with his work.135 Sometime during the reign of Mahmud I, 
Rahmi Mustafa was promoted court chronicler, and assigned with the special task of reporting 
the envoy of Kesriyeli Ahmed Paşa to the Safavid court of which the "Sefāretnāme-i İrān" 
(Report of the Embassy in Iran) was the result. Upon his return, Rahmi Mustafa was 
reinstated as secretary of the naval arsenal, but died shortly afterwards suffering from the 
plague on 19 August 1751 (27 Ramazan 1164 AH) and was buried in Edirnekapı. According 
to Babinger, Rahmi Mustafa also wrote a history of the Crimean Khanate entitled "History of 
the Tatars" (Tārīḫ-i Tatar).136 
 
134 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1244; Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 221; 
Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 312. 
135 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri, 162, 184-194, 206-216. 
136 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1343; Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen, 285.  
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Mehmed ʿİzzet was a calligraphic artist who produced the calligraphic panel on the fountain 
of Kıblelizade Mehmed, but his identity is rather obscure. The registers of Mehmed Süreyya 
record a certain ʿİzzet Mehmed Bey, who was clerk in the central administration and died in 
1797/98, but there is no mention of his skills in calligraphy.137 Therefore, we cannot be 
certain about the extent to which his identity overlapped with that of the calligrapher.  
 
Hocazade Efendi produced the calligraphic panel for the fountain of İsmaʿil Ağa, but his 
identity is unknown since the epithet "Hocazade" is rather common among a large number of 
Ottoman celebrities in the registers of Mehmed Süreyya. For instance, the father and 
grandfather of Vakıf Yahya Efendi (who was commissioned by Hekimoğlu ʿAli to write a 
chronogram), whom I will discuss later, were referred to with the epithet "Hocazade". Perhaps 
one of his brothers or cousins was trained in the art of calligraphy?  
 
Kuloğlu Şehri Mehmed Efendi composed a chronogram for the fountain of ʿAbdullah Ağa, 
and came from Tekfurdağı as the son of a bath attendant (hamamcı). He must have been 
trained in the finance administration, and was promoted to chief salary official of the infantry 
(piyāde mukabelecisi) on 2 May 1729 (4 Şevval 1141 AH).138 The Patrona Revolt seems to 
have wrecked his precocious rise to prominence, for he did not return in a high office during 
the reign of Mahmud I, and died in 1734/35.139  
 
Vasık İbrahim Efendi wrote a chronogram for the fountain of Şeyhzade Mehmed. He was 
the son of an imam who preached in the Molla Aşki Mosque in Ayvansaray, and had a 
brother, Rasım Mehmed Efendi, who was renowned for his calligraphy and poetry. Vasık 
İbrahim became imam of another mosque in Ayvansaray, the Yatağan Mosque, and went to 
the Hidjaz in 1754/55 presumably to perform the pilgrimage and died on his return in 
Antakya.140 
 
The individual biographies of the grandees who contributed to the Taksim project (both 
sponsor and poet) which I have discussed above, compose the collective biography of the 
social network in April 1730. This has provided the basis for the sociogram in Fig. 4.1 in 
137 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 3, 847. 
138 Aktaş, Çelebizâde Âsım Tarihi, 264.  
139 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1573. 
140 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1352-1353; Cilt 5, 1654.  
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which I have limited myself to the visualization of structural variables, that are indicative of 
an exchange between a defined set of actors. The grandees are represented through the nodes 
which are displayed in the graph, and the relational ties between them are indicated through 
lines of which the arrow heads point in the direction which the exchange took in order to 
clarify the degree of reciprocity. Factors such as enrollment in or promotion to a government 
post in return for loyalty (in the case of grand viziers), production of poetic epigraphy for a 
specific patron (in the case of poets), or cooperation in the execution of charitable works (i.e. 
the Taksim project) have predetermined the visualization of relational ties.  
 Moreover, the individual biographies have given sufficient food for the comparison of 
affiliational variables such as employment in overlapping state divisons, and most 
interestingly membership in and/or patronage of dervish orders. The abovementioned 
biographies have revealed that both Hacı Mehmed and ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed had a 
sympathetic leaning toward the Nakşibendiyye order, and both invested in the endowment of 
the same dervish lodge, the Şeyh Murad Efendi Tekkesi. The same goes for Zeyne ʾl-Abidin 
Mehmed and İsmaʿil Ağa who were both affiliated with the Kadiriyye dervish order. A 
second possible ground for affiliation is the ancestral origin of a specific group within 
Ottoman society: the descendants of the Prophet who proudly bore the title "seyyid" such as 
Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed, Firdevsi ʿEbubekir, and Vehbi Hüseyin. A last interesting variable 
that is slighlty more difficult to assess is the family history of the households in which the 
various dignitaries originated. For instance, we see that a father's profession to a certain 
degree predicted the career line of a son, especially with regards to the establishment of 
Islamic scholars. Furthermore, when a father was found to be a suitable candidate for service 
in the imperial court, or had climbed his way up in the state administration, automatically his 
son was given the chance to walk in his footsteps as he could profit from his father's social 
network (and possessed the relevant cultural capital). The biographies of Köprülü Ahmed, 
ʿİzzet ʿAli, Üçanbarlı Mehmed, Kıblelizade Mehmed, and Yeğen Mehmed are quite revealing 
from this viewpoint. In addition, the fact that the fathers of both Köprülü Ahmed and ʿİzzet 
ʿAli were married to Ottoman princesses most certainly contributed to their promotion to 
pasha and close advisor of the sultan. Thus, the abovementioned examples of affiliational 
variables all contributed to the social capital which a person accumulated during his/her 
lifetime. Inspite of the fact that these variables reveal something about the available channels 
through which members from the urban elite created and sustained bonds of mutual 
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obligations, they do in most cases not provide substantial evidence for actual exchange within 
the context of the Taksim project. 
 The sociogram in Fig. 4.1 shows the degree to which the various actors in the network 
were situated on a central node. Red is indicative of a high global centrality, green designates 
actors with a high local centrality, while yellow marks a marginal position in the network. The 
relative size of the nodes grows in proportion to the number of relational ties they maintain 
with alternative nodes. We can see that both Mahmud I (1) and his mother Saliha Valide 
Sultan (2) had a high global centrality within the social network, and also maintained the 
highest number of relational ties. The sultan is directly surrounded by members from the 
imperial household and court such as his mother (2), the chief black eunuch (3), palace 
treasurer (4), chief agha (5), weapons-bearer (6), and concubines (7, 8, 9), and the viziers 
from the divan: Köprülü Ahmed (10), ʿİzzet ʿAli (14), Murabıt Hüseyin (22), and ʿEbu ʾl-
Hayr Ahmed (26). The global centrality of the queen mother is derived from her pivotal role 
in the implementation of the Taksim project of which she was the main sponsor. The various 
arrows point to the grandees who were selected for participation, and confirm her central 
function. The green nodes expose the local centrality of a number of grandees such as ʿİzzet 
ʿAli (14), Üçanbarlı Mehmed (16), Hacı Mehmed (17), Firdevsi ʿEbubekir (18), Kıblelizade 
Mehmed (20), and ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed (26).141 More interesting is the local centrality of the 
deposed grand viziers Kabakulak İbrahim (34) and Topal ʿOsman (35) whose power base and 
personal trust networks the Taksim project sought to appropriate. Most remarkable is the 
predominance of the executed Damad İbrahim (33) who seems to have been crucial in the 
preparation and guidance of a number of successful careers. The association of ʿİzzet ʿAli 
(14), Üçanbarlı Mehmed (16), Firdevsi ʿEbubekir (18), Hacı Ahmed (19), Kıblelizade 
Mehmed (20), ʿAbdullah Ağa (24), Vehbi Hüseyin (36), Rahmi Mustafa (44), and Şehri 
Mehmed (47) with the grand vizier who had fallen from disgrace demonstrates their 
remarkable survival. They must have been able to safeguard their social status through the 
renegotiation of interests, clientelage, and most importantly professional expertise. In essence, 
the Taksim project reflected the resilience of the Ottoman dynasty which had managed to 
regain the most important assets of the state apparatus. The grandees who kept the 
administration of the empire running before the Patrona Revolt (and did not become the target  
141 The relatively high local centrality of ʿAli Ağa (5), Yaʿkub Ağa (6), and Mihrişah Kadın (7) is primarily the 
result of the poets whom they seem to have contracted and brought into indirect contact with the network's 
center, i.e. the sultan or queen mother. For this reason, their local centrality does not really stand in proportion to 
that of the individuals mentioned. 
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Fig. 4.1 Social network of Taksim project, April 1732  
 
1. Mahmud I  19. Hacı Ahmed  37. Mehmed Emin Ağa 
2. Saliha Valide Sultan 20. Kıblelizade Mehmed 38. Hanif İbrahim 
3. Hacı Beşir Ağa 21. Gürcü İsmaʿil  39. Behçet Mehmed 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 22. Murabıt Hüseyin 40. Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki 
5. ʿAli Ağa 23. İsmaʿil Ağa 41. Siraci Siraceddin 
6. Yaʿkub Ağa 24. ʿAbdullah Ağa 42. Hafız Efendi 
7. Mihrişah Kadın 25. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 43. Necib Efendi 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 26. ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed 44. Rahmi Mustafa 
9. Vuslat Kadın 27. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed 45. Mehmed ʿİzzet 
10. Köprülü Ahmed 28. Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 46. Hocazade Efendi 
11. İsmaʿil Efendi 29. Şeyhzade Mehmed 47. Şehri Mehmed 
12. Gül Ahmed 30. Hekimoğlu ʿAli 48. Vasık İbrahim 
13. Yeğen Mehmed 31. Yahya Ağa 49. Vakıf Yahya 
14. ʿİzzet ʿAli 32. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 50. Şakir Hüseyin 
15. Saʿdullah Efendi  33. Damad İbrahim  
16. Üçanbarlı Mehmed 34. Kabakulak İbrahim  
17. Hacı Mehmed  35. Topal ʿOsman  
18. Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 36. Vehbi Hüseyin  
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of public anger) were not deeply affected by the political turmoil and were reinstated 
afterwards.  
 A number of nodes in the sociogram of Fig. 4.1 did not constitute part of the social 
network during April 1732, and were most probably not included in the initial blueprint for 
the Taksim project. However, the accession of Hekimoğlu ʿAli to the grand vizierate during 
the next month made way for the expansion of the water network with the endowments of the  
latter's allies during May and September 1732. Furthermore, the inclusion of the following 
persons in the collective biography will not only expand its composition, but also change the 
relational ties which the various individuals maintained among each other: 
 
  Government 
  Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa 
  Yahya Ağa 
  Finance bureau 
  Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
  Poets & calligraphers 
  Vakıf Yahya Efendi 
  Şakir Hüseyin Efendi 
 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa sponsored the construction of a meydān çeşmesi on the hill overlooking 
the Bosphorus in Kabataş, and was born on 16 February 1699 (15 Şaʿban 1110 AH) as the son 
of the Venetian convert and chief physician of Mustafa II, Nuh Efendi.142 Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
started his service in the imperial palace as guard in the imperial suite (silahşor), and made his 
way up to chief gatekeeper (ḳapıcıbaşı) to be relocated in the east as Türkmen agha and 
voyvoda of Zile in Tokat. During the grand vizierate of Damad İbrahim in 1721/22, 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli was appointed governor of Adana in the rank of governor-general of 
Rumelia, and given the special task of subjecting several nomadic tribes in the area to 
provincial authority. In preparation for the war with the Safavids, Hekimoğlu ʿAli was 
promoted to governor-general of Aleppo (Haleb) in October/November 1724 (Safer 1137 
AH), and ordered to accompany the commander-in-chief of the eastern front Köprülü 
142 Aktepe claims that Hekimoğlu ʿAli was born on June 4, 1689 (15 Şaʿban 1100 AH), but the date he provides 
is most probably based on a misreading of the date given by Mehmed Süreyya; Münir Aktepe, 'Hekimoğlu Ali 
Paşa' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 17 (İstanbul: 1998), 166-168; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i 
Osmanî, Cilt 1, 242-243. 
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ʿAbdullah Paşa. After the conquest of Tabriz on 11 October 1725 (3 Safer 1138 AH), 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli was rewarded with the rank of vizier, and promoted to governor-general of 
Anatolia. One year later, he was summoned to take over command of the eastern front, and 
become custodian of Tabriz in the place of Köprülü ʿAbdullah in July 1726 (Zi ʾl-kade 1138 
AH). But Hekimoğlu ʿAli was transferred to Şehrizor and Sivas shortly afterwards, and when 
animosities with the Safavids resurfaced, he was assigned to govern Diyarbakır and support 
Ahmed Paşa (the governor of Baghdad) in his defense of Hamadan. The Patrona Revolt 
temporarily distracted the central military command in İstanbul, and gave the Safavids the 
opportunity to recapture Tabriz. Thereupon, Hekimoğlu ʿAli was transferred to Erzurum in 
December 1730 and became commander-in-chief of the troops in Yerevan.143 He finally 
conquered Urmia (Rumiyye) and Tabriz in November and December 1731, but was 
compelled to retreat when grand vizier Topal ʿOsman ratified the peace treaty that stipulated 
the surrender of the two cities to the Safavids. This sealed the latter's dismissal from office 
and Hekimoğlu ʿAli was summoned back to İstanbul to replace him in March 1732 (Ramazan 
1144 AH).  
 Mehmed Süreyya records that Hekimoğlu ʿAli was member of an unspecified Sufi 
dervish order. Several organizations have appeared for consideration. His meydān çeşmesi in 
Kabataş primarily supported the Çizmeciler Tekkesi that housed an unknown dervish order, 
and he constructed the Bandırmalı Tekkesi Mosque for the Celvetiyye order in İnadiye shortly 
after his accession to the grand vizierate.144 During his tenure in the highest office, 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli also commissioned the construction of a congregational mosque that replaced 
and expanded the seventeenth-century ʿAbdal Yaʿkub Dede Tekkesi in the neighborhood 
referred to as either Kocamustafapaşa or Davutpaşa. The dervish lodge was associated with 
the Cihangiriyye branch of the Halvetiyye order around the start of the eighteenth century, 
and afterwards housed the Eşrefiyye branch of the Kadiriyye order up until the closure of the 
lodge in 1925.145 The architectural features of the latter, such as the mosque's tomb containing 
the graves of both the Sufi şeyhs as well Hekimoğlu ʿAli and his immediate family, and the 
application of Eşreffiye-Kadiriyye rose motifs in the spandrels of the mihrab, suggests that 
the association of Hekimoğlu ʿAli with the Eşreffiye dervish order was rather predominant.146 
143 Aktepe, 'Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa'; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 242-243; Crane, The Garden of the 
Mosques, 95-96. 
144 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 507. 
145 Baha Tanman, 'Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa Camii'ne ilişkin bazı gözlemler' in Prof. Dr. Oktay Aslanapa Armağanı 
(İstanbul: 1996), 255-257. 
146 Tanman, 'Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa Camii'ne ilişkin bazı gözlemler', 258-264.  
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The congregational mosque was completed in 1734/35 (1147 AH) and apart from the dervish 
lodge contained a library, sebīl, and four çeşmes.147 
 Hekimoğlu ʿAli maintained close ties with chief black eunuch Beşir Ağa who must 
have been crucial not only to his appointment as grand vizier, but also to his temporary exile 
and recall to active service.148 His grand vizierate lasted for three years and four months until 
he was exiled to Lesbos (Midilli) in July 1735 (Safer 1148 AH). One year later, Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli was appointed custodian of Heraklion (Kandiye) on the island of Crete. When he was 
promoted to governor of Bosnia in 1736/37, Hekimoğlu ʿAli was granted the opportunity to 
restore himself in grace, as he was called upon to demonstrate his valor in the war against the 
Habsburg Empire. The peace treaties of 1739 that followed upon the Ottoman victory 
permitted him to leave the western front, and get appointed to governor-general of Egypt in 
June 1740 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1153 AH). For a second time, Hekimoğlu ʿAli was promoted to the 
office of grand vizier in April 1742, and focused all his attention on the mobilization of troops 
and support for a renewed war with the Safavids. However, when the grand vizier postponed 
the launch of the eastern campaign for a considerable period of time waiting for the right 
season, one of the commanders-in-chief refused to cooperate and stalled the preparations. 
Mahmud I blamed Hekimoğlu ʿAli for the failure and had him dismissed and exiled to Lesbos 
in September 1743 (Şaʿban 1156 AH).  
 After his second exile, Hekimoğlu ʿAli fulfilled almost exactly the same offices which 
he had assumed in the aftermath of his first banishment until he was recalled to the grand 
vizierate on 18 March 1755 (4 Cemaziye ʾl-ahır 1168 AH) by the new sultan ʿOsman III. But 
this time, Hekimoğlu ʿAli remained in the office for only two months and was exiled to 
Famagusta (Magosa) and Rhodes afterwards. During the same year, he would be offered 
amnesty and was promoted governor-general of Egypt for the last time in October 1755 
(Muharrem 1169 AH). Finally, he died on 14 August 1758 (9 Zi ʾl-hicce 1171 AH) and was 
buried in the tomb of his congregational mosque in Kocamustafapaşa/Davutpaşa where his 
offspring would be buried later.149 His other charitable works comprised the patronage of a 
fountain in Kadıköy simultaneously with or shortly after the implementation of the Taksim 
water network in 1732/33, and the installation of minbers in the Kürkçü Mescidi in Fener, the 
147 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 93-94.  
148 Hathaway, Beshir Agha, 72-74.  
149 Aktepe, 'Hekimoğlu Ali Paşa', 166-168; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 242-243.  
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Kefeli Mescidi in Karagümrük, the Fatih Mescidi in Salacak, and the Haydar Dede Mescidi in 
Kadıköy.150  
 
Hatibzade Yahya Ağa sponsored the construction of a meydān çeşmesi outside the land walls 
of Galata along the waterfront of the Golden Horn in the vicinity of the Yağkapanı Mescidi. 
Yahya Ağa was the son of Mustafa Efendi, who had been preacher (ḫātib) in the Eyüp 
Mosque, and was the son-in-law of Hekimoğlu ʿAli. Therefore, the career of Yahya Ağa took 
off with the accession of his father-in-law to the grand vizierate in May 1732. He was 
installed as his assistant, and entered court service shortly afterwards to head master of stable 
in January/February 1733 (Şaʿban 1145 AH). A few months before the dismissal and exile of 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Yahya Ağa was offered the rank of vizier and sent off to become governor of 
Yerevan in 1734/35. Thereafter, he was posted governor in the cities of Trabzon in July 1735 
(Safer 1148 AH), and Ochakiv (Özi) in April/May 1736 (Zi ʾl-hicce 1148 AH). However, in 
the war against the Russian Empire, Yahya Paşa was taken captive in May 1737 (Muharrem 
1150 AH), and released sometime after the conclusion of the peace treaty with the Russians. 
His imprisonment did not prevent him from making career and after his release, Yahya Paşa 
was promoted to governor of Bursa in March/April 1741 (Muharrem 1154 AH), and of Egypt 
in May/June. During the second grand vizierate of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, he was promoted grand 
admiral in May 1743, but was replaced after his father-in-law was discharged and exiled 
again, and became custodian of Belgrade in October/November 1743 (Ramazan 1156 AH). 
After that Yahya Paşa served in the rank of governor-general of Rumelia, ʿAydın, Mosul, 
Rumelia and Diyarbakır, Anatolia, Vidin, and Rumelia for a third time between August 1746 
and July 1755. His last appointment was to the province Ioannina (Yanya) and Thessaly 
(Tırhala) where he died in August 1755 (Zi ʾl-kade 1168 AH).151 Yahya Paşa installed a 
minber in the Asmalı Mescid of ʿAlemdar.152 
 
Canibi ʿAli Efendi endowed a fountain in the vicinity of the naval arsenal and the sixteenth-
century Çatma Mescidi in Kasımpaşa. He was trained in the arsenal and presumably operated 
as the assistant of Hacı Mehmed, the overseer of the arsenal, prior to his promotion to 
overseer himself after Hacı Mehmed became chief accountant of poll taxes.153 Already in 
150 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 204, 206-207, 522, 536.  
151 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1675-1676.  
152 Crane, The Garden of the Mosques, 27. 
153 Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 163. 
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August/September 1732 (Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1145 AH), Canibi ʿAli was promoted to chief finance 
officer after the death of Üçanbarlı Mehmed. A couple of months later in March/April 1733 
(Şevval 1145 AH), he was promoted again to register commissioner shortly after the death of 
Firdevsi ʿEbubekir.154 Mehmed Süreyya claims that Canibi ʿAli also became head keeper of 
the daily account book, but this fact is not registered in the chronicle of Subhi. In 1740, 
Canibi ʿAli was promoted chief judge of Rumelia and was ordered to establish a temporary 
embassy in Vienna. After his return in December 1741 (Şevval 1154 AH), Canibi ʿAli 
returned to his former post of overseer of the arsenal, and on 5 July 1743 (2 Cemaziye ʾl-
evvel 1155 AH), he became chief finance officer for a second time. He died on 31 March 
1743 (5 Safer 1156 AH).155 
 
Vakıf Yahya Efendi composed a chronogram for the fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, and was 
the son of judge ʿEbussuud Mehmed Efendi, who was in turn the son of grand mufti 
Hocazade Esʿad Mehmed Efendi. He started his career as a teacher to become judge in 
Aleppo, and died in 1737/38.156 
 
Şakir Hüseyin wrote a chronogram for the fountain of Yahya Ağa, and has already been 
mentioned in the introduction of this paper for his value as court chronicler under Mahmud I. 
He was the grandson of Hüseyin Paşa, who was customs commissioner in İstanbul, and 
became governor of several provinces.157 His father Mustafa Efendi was an Islamic scholar, 
who had been chief judge of Edirne.158 Şakir Hüseyin started his career as a teacher, but 
acquired fame as a poet and was asked by among others Damad İbrahim Paşa and his son-in-
law Mehmed Paşa to compose chronograms for the glorification of the fountains they 
constructed.159 Şakir Hüseyin fulfilled a key role in the extension of the Damad İbrahim Paşa 
water supply line in Üsküdar, and his poetry adorned the meydān çeşmesi of Ahmed III along 
the waterfront, the fountain of Hacı Beşir Ağa, and the fountains of several royal women.160 It 
is unknown what happened to him after the Patrona Revolt, but in any case Mahmud I 
rewarded Şakir Hüseyin for his services to the royal family and made him court chronicler 
154 Ibid, 172. 
155 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 1, 257. 
156 Ibid, Cilt 2, 439, 492; Cilt 5, 1650.  
157 Ibid, Cilt 3, 721. 
158 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen, 277-278; Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, LIV-LV.  
159 Aynur & Karateke, III. Ahmed Devri İstanbul Çeşmeleri 139-140, 160-161, 204-206.   
160 Ibid, 189-194, 196, 198, 217-219, 223.  
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sometime before August 1732. Şakir Hüseyin served until May 1736, and became judge of 
Aleppo in 1742/43, but died shortly after his arrival in the city.161 
 
The following poets and calligraphers were only introduced to the Taksim project as late as 
January 1733, and were commissioned to adorn the royal meydān çeşmesi of Mahmud I in 
Tophane with poetry and calligraphy. For this reason, I have chosen to not include them in the 
upcoming sociogram of Fig. 4.2, and wait for the second part of this chapter in which I will 
employ the egocentric approach on the social network of the sultan: 
 
  Nahifi Süleyman Efendi 
  Sır katibi Mustafa Efendi 
  ʿAli Hoca 
 
Nahifi Süleyman Efendi composed the lengthy chronogram that was inscribed in the friezes 
on the upper part of the meydān çeşmesi in Tophane. He was trained in the central 
administration, and accompanied several embassies to Safavid Persia and the Habsburg 
Empire. Nahifi Süleyman worked in the financial administration before his promotion to 
second chief finance officer (defterdār-ı şıḳḳ-ı sānī) in February 1726 (Cemaziye ʾl-ahır 1138 
AH). Nahifi Süleyman translated a presumably Persian work entitled "The Noble Mesnevi" 
(Mesnevī-yi Şerīf) into Turkish, and wrote two dictionaries. Next to that, he was the author of 
some thirteen literary works. He died in 1738/39.162 
 
Mustafa Ağa produced the calligraphic panels displaying the chronogram of Nahifi 
Süleyman, and deriving from his signature he had been the personal secretary of the sultan 
(sır katibi), either Ahmed III or Mahmud I.163 Unfortunately, he is untraceable in the registers 
of Mehmed Süreyya. 
 
ʿAli Hoca is an unknown calligraphic artist who inscribed the chronogram of Hanif Ağa in 
the marble panels of the Tophane fountain. His name is not really unique or distinguished 
unfortunately, therefore it might have been anyone who produced the calligraphy. 
161 Babinger, Die Geschichtsschreiber der Osmanen 277-278; Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 5, 1564. 
162 Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i Osmanî, Cilt 4, 1223; Çeçen, Taksim Suları, 129.   
163 The signature beneath the chronogram of Nahifi Süleyman refers to Mustafa as the "kātib-i sır-sābıḳen": read 
the chronogram under entry 32 'Mahmud I (Tophane)' in chapter 2.  
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Fig. 4.2 Social network of Taksim project, May 1732 
 
1. Mahmud I  19. Hacı Ahmed  37. Mehmed Emin Ağa 
2. Saliha Valide Sultan 20. Kıblelizade Mehmed 38. Hanif İbrahim 
3. Hacı Beşir Ağa 21. Gürcü İsmaʿil  39. Behçet Mehmed 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 22. Murabıt Hüseyin 40. Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki 
5. ʿAli Ağa 23. İsmaʿil Ağa 41. Siraci Siraceddin 
6. Yaʿkub Ağa 24. ʿAbdullah Ağa 42. Hafız Efendi 
7. Mihrişah Kadın 25. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 43. Necib Efendi 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 26. ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed 44. Rahmi Mustafa 
9. Vuslat Kadın 27. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed 45. Mehmed ʿİzzet 
10. Köprülü Ahmed 28. Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 46. Hocazade Efendi 
11. İsmaʿil Efendi 29. Şeyhzade Mehmed 47. Şehri Mehmed 
12. Gül Ahmed 30. Hekimoğlu ʿAli 48. Vasık İbrahim 
13. Yeğen Mehmed 31. Yahya Ağa 49. Vakıf Yahya 
14. ʿİzzet ʿAli 32. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 50. Şakir Hüseyin 
15. Saʿdullah Efendi  33. Damad İbrahim  
16. Üçanbarlı Mehmed 34. Kabakulak İbrahim  
17. Hacı Mehmed  35. Topal ʿOsman  
18. Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 36. Vehbi Hüseyin  
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 Turning back to the social network analysis of the fountain patrons and poets, I already 
ascertained in the first chapter that after his festive welcome back in the capital, Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli managed to publicly associate the Taksim project with his war victories in the East. 
Social network analysis elucidates that the propaganda of the grand vizier was paralleled in 
the political moves which he made in the social network of the sultan. The sociogram in Fig. 
4.2 shows that Hekimoğlu ʿAli (30) achieved a pivotal role in the implementation of the 
project, and was situated on a node with the highest global centrality and a rather high number 
of relational ties. The grand vizier had been able to consolidate his power base through the 
gratification of a number of dignitaries who were promoted to (or prolonged) influential posts 
in the government: ʿİzzet ʿAli (14), Üçanbarlı Mehmed (16), Hacı Mehmed (17), Firdevsi 
ʿEbubekir (18), Kıblelizade Mehmed (20), Gürcü İsmaʿil (21), İsmaʿil Ağa (23), ʿAbdullah 
Aga (24), Yahya Ağa (31). As a consequence, the local centrality of these individuals slightly 
increased, now that they occupied a strategic node very close to the sultan and the grand 
vizier. Both Mahmud I (1) and Saliha Valide Sultan (2) were obviously reduced to minor 
roles in the network, although they did maintain more relational ties within the network in 
comparison to the grand vizier. However, we have not taken into account the overall impact 
of the project, and the way in which the distribution of fountains and water influenced the 
reciprocity of the relational ties. The sociogram of Fig. 4.2 seems to suggest that the 
importance of the sultan and the queen mother was lessened considerably, since they did 
bestow favors upon the grandees but were not met in a suitable return on the exchange. 
Therefore, we would have to take a closer look at the way in which the royal favors were 
realized, and make a comparative analysis of both the chronograms and the fountain 
architecture to reveal the extent to which the Taksim project offered mutual benefits for both 
sultan and his mother and the affluent participants.  
Islamic charity, codes of decorum, and fountain architecture 
The second part of this chapter will critically examine the poetic epigraphy, architecture, and 
decorative program of the Taksim fountains. All three expressions of art were a product of the 
specific cultural and religious traditions that shaped, defined, and attached significance to 
daily life in Ottoman society. The composition and content of poetry testified to the reality of 
patron-client relationships that forced the fountain donors to consider and act according to the 
expectations of their superior(s). In addition, codes of decorum prevented each official from 
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having a free hand in the design of their building patronage, and regulated the physical 
properties of fountain architecture such as size, ornamentation, calligraphy, and the use of 
materials. What message did the poetry and fountain architecture attempt to communicate? 
How did the architecture relate to the position of the patron vis-à-vis the sultan and his peers, 
i.e. other grandees? My first task is to contextualize the composition of chronograms within 
art-historical scholarship, and actually read the poetic epigraphy in order to examine the 
relationships between Mahmud I and his favorites (egocentric). Afterwards, a comparative 
art-historical "reading" of the fountains proper should expose the extent to which a hierarchic 
classification was manifest in the decorative elements that was relative to rank and social 
status (sociocentric).  
 The patronage of water architecture was perceived of as a charitable work that was 
sanctioned in religion, and accounted for the socio-political hierarchy in Ottoman society. All 
fountains of the Taksim project were constructed either next to or in the vicinity of a small 
mosque, a congregational mosque, or a dervish lodge to support the social and spatial function 
of the structures as (sub)urban and neighborhood centers. But the emphasis Hamadeh has 
placed on fountains as objects of unique architecture that are related to the creation of public 
space, has tempted her to argue that the central theme of eighteenth-century poetic epigraphy 
gradually shifted from the patron to the phyiscal traits of the fountain itself. She contends that 
chronograms became architectural celebrations endlessly praising the fountain's public 
function and role in the urban landscape, the magnificence of its form, the beauty of its 
revetments, and the mastery of its craftsmanship.164 However, my reading of the chronograms 
that were inscribed on the fountains of the Taksim water network suggests otherwise. 
Whereas laudation of the patron remained the backbone of this poetic genre, the main focus 
was placed on the assessment of his/her religious merits, which the spectators were 
summoned to follow and profit from by drinking from the blessed water. The fountain an sich 
fulfilled an instrumental role as distributor of divine blessings.  
 The religious motivation behind the patronage of the water supply be can be found in 
Islamic practice. The wealth and high social status of the Ottoman grandees gave them an 
advantage in the execution of charitable works for which they would be rewarded in Paradise. 
Simultaneously, social and economic success was perceived of as a fortuitous and divine gift, 
which they were expected to share with the less well-off majority of society. Since privilege 
was held to be the result of God's favor, grandees were obliged to distribute the abundance of 
164 Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 135.  
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blessings among those who were less affluent. Therefore, members of Ottoman royalty and 
dignitaries fulfilled an intermediary and instrumental role between the realm of God and life 
on earth. They were attributed the status of religious role models who were equipped with the 
economic and political powers to perform good deeds, such as the building of fountains 
through which they sustained life in the city. The distribution of water was the most visible 
act of munificence, and consituted a crucial theme in the Qurʾan. The nurturing qualities of 
water were able to create, give life, quench thirst, and illustrate the power of God. He is 
praised for making the water flow forth in the land in springs,165 and is repeatedly referred to 
as He Who sends down water from the clouds.166 God was the Creator (ḫāliḳ) of the universe 
and created every living creature from the water,167 including man himself.168 He is it Who 
brought forth trees with green foliage, buds of plants, and fruits, and made beautiful gardens 
grow.169 Therefore, God is the continual Creator (ḫallāḳ) Who gives life to earth "after its 
death", and the water He brings down from the clouds turns sterile soil into fertile land.170 The 
distribution of water is characteristic of divine powers, and frequently in the Qurʾan those 
disbelieving are addressed in a stern manner: "Do you not see that Allah sends 
down water from the cloud so the earth becomes green?"171 God is the primary entity Who is 
able to perform miracles, and they are executed for the sustenance and benefit of mankind.172 
"Like water which We send down from the cloud so the herbage of the earth becomes tangled 
on account of it, then it becomes dry broken into pieces which the winds scatter; and God is 
the holder of power over all things."173  
 Poets make frequent allusions to spiritual motives from the Qurʾan, and play with the 
theme of water as a creative force and a source of life. Vakıf Yahya for instance alludes to the 
creative powers of Hekimoğlu ʿAli for: "He made the fingers of his hand like the spouts in the 
water distributor // [and] made current water flow for the thirst at sea and on land".174 The 
regeneration of the city is the most often cited benefit of fountain patronage, and Vehbi 
Hüseyin praises Yahya Ağa since his patronage "healed and regenerated this city with 
165 Qurʾan, sura 54.12. 
166 Ibid, sura 6.99; 7,57; 8.11; 10.24; 13.17; 14.32; 15.22; 16.10; 16.65; 18.45; 20.53; 22.63; 23.18; 25.48; 27.60; 
29.63; 30.24; 31.10; 35.27; 39.21; 41.39; 43.11; 50.9; 54.11; 78.14; 80.25. 
167 Ibid, sura 2.164; 24.45; 31.10.  
168 Ibid, sura 25.54; 77.20.  
169 Ibid, sura 2.164; 6.99; 7.57; 14.32; 16.10; 22.5; 22.63; 27.60; 31.10; 32.27; 35.27; 50.9.   
170 Ibid, sura 2.164; 7.57; 16.65; 22.5; 43.11. 
171 Ibid, sura 21.30; 22.63; 29.63; 30.24; 32.27; 35.27. 
172 Ibid, sura 14.32; 16.10; 15.22; 18.45; 20.53; 39.21; 41.39.  
173 Qurʾan, sura 18.45. 
174 "Benān-ı destini ʿayniyle idüb lüle maḳsemde // ʿUṭāşı baḥr u berde māʾ-ı cūdī eyledi irvā": read chronogram 
under entry number 29 'Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa' in chapter 2.  
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water".175 He equally hails the royal women: "Vuslat Kadın brought into existence and 
cultivated this fountain",176 and Verdinaz Kadın "constructed a source that strenghtens the 
soul".177 Patrons of water architecture are deemed to maintain a direct linkage with the divine 
blessings coming forth from Paradise. Vehbi Hüseyin establishes that the meydān çeşmesi 
with sebīl of the queen mother was a succesfull charitable deed, since "she caused the pond in 
Paradise to overflow" and spill some water in the reservoir of her fountain.178 The anonymous 
chronogram on the water distributor in Taksim starts with the invocation "[This is] the favor 
from the river Kawthar [from Paradise] of the king of the world, Mahmud the Emperor", and 
implies that Mahmud I granted the blessing of water from Paradise to water the people of 
İstanbul.179 Hence, the chronogram closes with the line: "This reservoir is the distributor of 
the sweet water from Kawthar".180  
 The poetic epigraphy is replete with religious, Islamic references. For instance, patrons 
are often compared to the "the cupbearer of Kawthar", which metaphorically equals them to 
ʿAli, the son-in-law of the Prophet Muhammad, the fourth caliph, who was given the 
honorable task of distributing water from the river to Muslims arriving in Paradise.181 The 
manifestation of this specific allusion in the chronograms that were written for the fountain of 
the latter's namesake Hekimoğlu ʿAli demonstrates the importance of wordplay in poetry, 
although other patrons were also likened to him.182 The fountains proper are also elevated to 
the status of religious miracles, such as for instance the chronogram for the fountain of Beşir 
Ağa that summons the reader to come and "drink from the pure water from the pleasant 
175 "İdüb teʾsir-i ḥükm-i iştikāk-ı ismini iẓhār // Sebeb oldı şīfā āb-ile bu şehri iḥyāya": under entry number 30 
'Yahya Ağa' in chapter 2.  
176 "Meşkūr ide saʿyın Ḫüdā tārīḫini yaz Vehbīyā // Bu çeşmeyi Vuṣlat Ḳādın īcād u ābād eyledi": read 
chronogram under entry number 16 'Vuslat Kadın' in chapter 2.  
177 "Sāye-i devletinde her birisi // İtdi bir ʿayn-ı cān-fezā inşā": read chronogram under entry number 8 'Verdinaz 
Kadın' in chapter 2.  
178 "Oldı bir ḫayra muvaffaḳ ki olur // Ecrī Cennet'deki ḥavż-ı mevrūd": read chronogram under entry number 6 
'Saliha Valide Sultan' in chapter 2.  
179 "Şehinşāh-ı cihān Maḥmūd Ḫānıñ Kevserī luṭfu // Bu maḳsemden ider ʿaṭşānā irvā-yı feraḥ-zāyī": read entry 
number 31 'Mahmud I (Taksim)' in chapter 2. 
180 "Cihāndār-i himem Sulṭān Maḥmūd itdi nev-bünyād // Bu ebhā maḳsem-i āb-ı zülāl-ı Kevser-āsāyī": read 
entry number 31 'Mahmud I (Taksim)' in chapter 2; for more information on the river Kawthar, read: Mustafa 
Ertürk, 'Havz-ı Kevser' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 16 (İstanbul: 1997), 546-549. 
181 In the "Qisas al-Anbiya" (Stories of the Prophets) it is cited that the Prophet summons ʿAli: "Stand near the 
banks of the river Kawthar, and give water to the people": Hendrik Boeschoten & Marc van Damme, The stories 
of the prophets: Qiṣaṣ al-anbiyāʾ. An Eastern Turkish version (Leiden: Brill, 1995).  
182 Of the chronograms on the fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Vakıf Efendi states: "Bu iḥyā eyledi sāḳī-yi āb-ı 
Kevseriñ nāmın // ʿAlī Paşa yüzü ṣuyuna gel āb-i ḥayāt iç māʾ", and Vehbi Hüseyin quotes: "Aña da Ḫıżr erişüb 
ḥimmet-i ʿaliyye ile // Semī-yi sāḳī-i Kevser güzīde-i vüzerā". But Vehib Hüseyin employs the same lyric 
comparison in his chronogram for the fountain of Saliha Valide Sultan (eastside): "Anı da Cennet'de sīrāb eyleye 
// Sāḳı-ı Kevser ʿAlī-ye Murteżā". On a slightly different note, ʿÖmer Ağa in the chronogram for his fountain 
describes himself as the cupbearer for all believing Muslims: "Şimdi inşā eyleyüb bu çeşmeyi // İtdi saḳy-ı 
müʾminīn ü müʾmināt".  
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fountain [because] it is [the well] Zemzem".183 The well Zemzem stands in the city of Mecca 
and is said to be a miraculously-generated well from God, which began when İsmaʿil, the 
infant son of Abraham, was thirsty and kept crying for water.184 The comparison gains double 
significance in reference to the reponsibilities of Beşir Ağa as overseer of the endowments in 
Mecca and Medina, but is also encountered in numerous other chronograms. Fountains are 
often compared to the "water of life" or the "fountain of youth" which Alexander the Great 
had allegedly attempted to find, and which Khidr was said to have drank from.185  
 The poets take note to emphasize that the distribution of water is a divine blessing God 
bestows upon his loyal servants, and can be employed to wash away "the uncleanness of 
Satan".186 Hence the religious motivation behind the performance of the ritual ablution 
(vüżû’), and the preoccupation of, for instance, Saliha Valide Sultan and Yahya Ağa to have 
additional series of spouts inserted in their meydān çeşmesi for this specific purpose. The 
performance of the religious obligations in Islam is central to the message which the 
chronograms conveyed upon the reader, and the memorization and recitation of the Qurʾan by 
heart (a skill for which Muslims receive the title of ḥāfıẓ) is one of them. Vehbi Hüseyin 
compares the running of water from the spouts in the meydān çeşmesi of the queen mother to 
a continuing recitation of the Qurʾan, which reads the sura of the river Kawthar (sura 108) in 
the morning and in the evening.187 In another chronogram, he summons the reader to 
"memorize the prayer of the master of blessings", and "behold the water, behold the sebīl, 
either ablute, or drink".188 Similarly, Hafız Efendi equals the reading of his chronogram to a 
recitation that rippled continuously like water.189  
 The performance of the ritual prayer five times a day is a second important theme in 
the poetry as prayer ensured the beneficence of God. Nahifi Süleyman writes: "Let drops of 
183 "İdüb bu Kevserī icrā Beşir Ağa-yı mükerremdir // Gel iç bu çeşme-i raʿnānıñ āb-ı pāki Zemzem'dir": read 
entry number 21 'Hacı Beşir Ağa' in chapter 2. 
184 Mustafa Sabri Küçükaşçı, 'Zemzem' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 44 (İstanbul: 2013), 242-
246. 
185 Siraci Siraceddin for instance praises Saʿdullah Efendi for regenerating the well of Khidr: "Binā idüb bu dil-
cū çeşme-sārī fī sebīlü ʾl-llah // Yeñiden ʿayn-ı Ḫıẕr'ıñ eyledi nāmın yine iḥyā", and Vehbi Hüseyin summons 
both Khidr and Alexander the Great to have a look at the meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan for he 
proclaims to have found the fountain of youth: "Devr-i İskender'de olsa Ḫıżr dirdi gösterüb // İşte māʾ-ı ʿaynü ʾl-
ḥayātı buldum ey İskender iç"; İlyas Çelebi, 'Hızır' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 17 (İstanbul: 
1998), 406-409; İsmail Ünver, 'İskender - Edebiyat' in Türk Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, Cilt 22 (İstanbul: 
200), 555-559. 
186 Qurʾan, sura 8.11; 72.16. 
187 "Cārī hāfıẓlar gibi her lülesi // Sūre-i Kevser oḳur ṣubḥ u mesā": read entry 6 'Saliha Valide Sultan' in chapter 
2. 
188 "Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḫayrıñ duʿāsın ṣu gibi ezberle de // İşte ṣu işte sebīl ister vüżūʾ it ister iç": Ibid. 
189 "Ṣu gibi ezberleyüb Ḥāfıẓ oḳur tārīḫini // İç Muḥammed ʿaşḳına māʾ-ı çeşmeden āb-ı zülāl": ready entry 
number 24 'Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi' in chapter 2. 
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rain come down on the earth" in fulfillment of God's blessing, but on the condition that devout 
Muslims make a "whirlwind of praiseful hymns and blessed prayers" rise up to the sky.190 
Beşir Ağa reminds his reader that "May God have so many [and] abundant good deeds 
fulfilled", but in order to achieve this "prayer for [the well-being of] the state day and night is 
necessary".191 In a similar vein, Necib Efendi alludes to the correlation between pious 
observance and divine reward, and states that whereas the urban elite ordered the construction 
of new fountains on earth, "felicitous admiration and prayer [of the people] filled the 
watercup in the sky" so that the raindrops from Paradise would pour down.192  
The performance of good deeds and charitable works (bāḳiyāt-ı ṣāliḥāt) constituted a 
third obligation that is emphasized in the fountain poetry, since architectural patronage 
testified to the devotion and sincere character of the patron. Frequently, poets refer to the fact 
that patrons walked "upon the path of God" in the performance of charitable works for which 
they received "the bounty and reward of God the Magnificent".193 Nahifi Süleyman starts his 
chronogram with the annunciation: "May God bless this most important blessing and virtue // 
The eternal, current blessing, the source of the promised divine reward",194 and Vehbi 
Hüseyin emphasizes that the fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli was a product of his devout 
observance of religion and eulogizes his virtues: "This favor from above, this pleasant 
generosity // This strong belief, this embracement of the weak."195 But God can also cause 
destruction through his control of the weather and the climate, and Necib Efendi states that 
190 "Tā hübūṭ ide zemīne ḳaṭarāt-ı emṭār // İde gülbānk-ı senā ḫayr-duʿā çarḫa ṣuʿūd": read chronogram of 
Nahifi Süleyman under entry 32 'Mahmud I (Tophane)' in chapter 2. 
191 "Nice ḫayrāt-ı mevfūra muvaffaḳ eyleye Bārī // Duʿā-yı devletī şām ü seḥer zīrā-ki elzemdir": read 
chronogram under entry number 21 'Hacı Beşir Ağa' in chapter 2. 
192 "Emr ü fermān eyledi nev-çeşmeler bünyādına // Ṭās-ı gerdūnu pür eyledi ṣayyit-i taḥsīn ü dūʿā": read 
chronogram under entry number 25 'Firdevsi Seyyid ʿEbubekir Efendi' in chapter 2. 
193 On the path of God is signified through the expression "fī sebīli ʾl-llah" which partly explains the function of 
the sebīl-type of fountain architecture. Examples can be found in the chronograms of Vehbi Hüseyin on the 
fountain of Saliha Valide Sultan: "Fī sebīli ʾl-llah nice āsār idüb // Eyledi kesb-i rıżā-yı Kibrīyā"; and of Rahmi 
Mustafa on the fountain of Mahmud I: "Ṣu yerine fī sebīli ʾll-lah idüb beẕl-i nuḳūd // Eyledi icrā bu dil-cū çeşme-
sār-ı muḥkemi"; Another way to express this concept is through "rāh-ı Ḥaḳḳ" and "Ḥaḳḳ yoluna" examples of 
which can be found in the chronogram of Nahifi Süleyman on the fountain of Mahmud I: "Didi bu çeşme-i 
zibāya Naḥīfi tārīḫ // Rāh-ı Ḥaḳḳ'da ḥasenāt eyledi Sulṭān Maḥmūd"; in the chronogram of Vehbi Hüseyin on the 
fountain of Mihrişah Kadın: "Mihrişāh Ḳadın daḫī li-llāh bu ʿayn-ı dil-keşī // Kıldı iḥyā itdi rāh-ı Ḥaḳḳ'da icrā-
yı mīyāh"; and in the chronogram of Necib Efendi on the fountain of Canibi ʿAli: "Ḫaḳḳ yoluna eyleyüb māʾ-ı 
muṣaffāyı revān // Sū-be-sū ḫuşk-i zemīni ḳıldı sīrāb-ı ṣafā".  
194 " Bārek-allāh ẕehī aḳdem-i ḫayr ü ḥasenāt // Ḫāyr-ı cārī-i ebed ʿayn-ı sevāb-ı mevʿūd": read chronogram of 
Nahifi Süleyman under entry number 32 'Mahmud (Tophane)' in chapter 2.    
195 "Bu ḥimmet-i ʿulvī bu seḫā-yı mürtażavī // Bu iʿtiḳād-ı ḳavī bu navāziş-i żuʿafā": read chronogram of Vakıf 
Yahya entry number 29 'Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa' in chapter 2.   
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"During the final judgement, the rainy clouds of the Just will pour // [And] With the sword of 
subjugation the evil mass becomes to dust".196 
Poets assumed their patron had the highest purity of mind in their devotion, and the 
chronograms reveal various ways to express this thought. Hanif Ağa refers to Yaʿkub Ağa as 
a "master of perfection", and Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki describes Yeğen Mehmed as someone "whom 
God has made a perfect person with the qualities of an angel". ʿÖmer Ağa introduces himself 
as "the master of blessings whom the Just has made a pure person of envied qualities", and 
Hafız Efendi praises Üçanbarlı Mehmed in the second last beyt of his chronogram as "He of 
the name Mehmed [in reference to the Prophet] and of praiseworthy deeds who is // The 
benevolent of the kingdom, the water from the soul of perfect men".197 The fountains which 
they patronized were efforts to distribute their blessings upon the people, and poets frequently 
connect the abundance of God's grace to the overflowing reservoir of the fountain. Hafız 
Efendi describes the fountain of Üçanbarlı Mehmed as "the well of compassion, the source of 
the sweet water of mercy", and Vehbi Hüseyin equals the reservoir of the meydān çeşmesi of 
the queen mother to "a reservoir of favor that is replete with divine blessings".198 Behçet 
Mehmed even goes as far as to claim that Köprülü Ahmed "made an ocean of divine blessings 
flow for the thirsty in the world". Finally, Hüseyin Paşa calls his fountain "a source of 
[divine] light".199 
Thus, the patron was hailed for his devotion and loyalty to the religion of Islam, and 
fulfilled an intermediary role between God and the people on earth. The patron possessed an 
abundance of divine favors, and was obliged to distribute them exclusively among those 
Muslims who closely observed the religious obligations of Islam. The patronage of water 
architecture was communicated as a charitable work in order to add religious value and 
significance to the Taksim project. Next to that, the fountain network attempted to sanction 
and confirm the socio-political hierarchy in Ottoman society as patrons were held to be role 
models in the observance of Islam. Among these role model patrons, Mahmud I and his 
196 "Devr-i ʿadlinde seḥāb-ı feyż-i Ḥaḳḳ rīzān olub // Oldı ḫāşāk-i ʿadūvv heb seyl-i ḳahr ile hebā": read 
chronogram under entry number 26 'Canibi ʿAli Efendi' in chapter 2.  
197 The fountain of Yaʿkub Ağa: "Yaʿnī kim Yaʿḳūb Ağa ol bānī-yi ṣāḥib-i kemāl"; of Yeğen Mehmed: "Ki ẕāt-ı 
kāmilin itmiş Ḫüdā ferişte-ṣıfāt"; of ʿÖmer Ağa: "Ṣāḥibü ʾl-ḥayrāt ʿÖmer Ağa ki Ḥaḳḳ // Ẕāt-ı pākin itdi 
memdūḥu ʾṣ-ṣıfāt"; and of Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi: "Ol Meḥmed-i nām ve maḥmūdu ʾl-meʾasīr kim odur // 
Ḫayr-ḫvāh-ı salṭānat āb-ı ruḥ-ı ehl-i kemāl"; all in chapter 2.   
198 The opening line in the chronogram on the fountain of Üçanbarlı Mehmed: "ʿAyn-ı şefḳat menbaʿ-ı āb-ı zülāl-
ı merḥamet"; and in the chronogram on the eastside of Saliha Valide Sultan's fountain: "Ḥavż-ı himmet 
kereminden memlū". 
199 Fountain of Köprülü Ahmed: "Cūş idüb deryā-yı ḫayrī teşnegān-ı ʿālemī // Eyledi sīrāb ü reyyān-çün be-
ḳadr-ı iktitāf"; and of Murabıt Hüseyin: "Oldı ḥaḳḳā işbu çeşme nūr-ı ʿayn".  
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mother Saliha Valide Sultan come to the fore as the most esteemed and devout servants of 
God. Whereas chronograms generally focus on the patron in his/her personal achievement of 
a good deed, in the case of the Taksim fountains words of praise and respect in relation to the 
sultan and/or the queen mother are also invoked in the chronograms. This suggests that the 
charitable works were brought about with their support. I have made a survey of all related 
chronograms that have survived, and drawn a table in which they are analyzed for their 
specific content. How many beyts glorify either the sultan or the queen mother (or both), how 
many beyts are left to eulogize the patron, and how do these numbers relate to the total 
number of beyts in the chronogram? (see Table 4.1) The column "Additional lines" registers 
exceptionalities such as religious formulae or signatures of the calligrapher that are excluded 
from the total number of beyts when indicated.  
From the results in the table, we can safely assume that the total number of beyts in the 
poetry was a marker of social status as Mahmud I and Saliha Valide Sultan had by far the 
highest number of beyts, forty and twenty-eight respectively. They were followed by grand 
vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli and his assistant and son-in-law Yahya Ağa, the chief finance officer 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, and the chancellor Köprülü Ahmed with numbers ranging from eighteen 
to fourteen. Apparently, the other dignitaries inhabited a position of relatively lower rank, 
since the chronograms which they commissioned carry a number of beyts that drops below the 
significantly less number of ten. Moreover, we can observe that a higher number of beyts 
meant that grandees had more space for the veneration of the sultan and/or the queen mother. 
Only the grand vizier and his son-in-law had chronograms in which a clear majority of the 
beyts was dedicated to themselves. In the far right column, I have displayed the rate at which 
beyts evolving around the patron proper represent the total amount of beyts in the related 
chronogram.  
Table 4.1 Number of beyts in poetic epigraphy  
 Sultan Valide Both Self Additional lines Total % 
Mahmud I 40 0 0 40 Excl. signatures of Mustafa & ʿAli Hoca 40 100 
Saliha Sultan 0 28 0 28 - 28 100 
Hekimoğlu 3 0 2 13 - 18 72 
Yahya Ağa 3 0 0 11 Plus two beyts for Hekimoğlu ʿAli 16 69 
Üçanbarlı 3 5 1 3 Plus basmalla-mıṣraʿ, and two extra beyts 15 20 
Köprülü Ahmed 3 6 0 4 Plus basmalla-shahada-beyt 14 29 
Gürcü İsmaʿil - - - 2 - 11 - 
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 Laudation of the sultan seem to have been the norm in quite a number of chronograms. 
Necib Efendi starts his chronogram for the fountain of Canibi ʿAli with: "The jewel in a sea of 
miracles, the water surface of the kingdom // His Excellency Mahmud the Emperor, 
Alexander the Warrior".200 But Vehbi Hüseyin takes his introduction of the sultan to 
superlative proportions in the chronogram for Mihrişah Kadın: "The sun in the constellation 
of justice, the sun in the apogee of the kingdom // The shadow of the Just, Mahmud the 
Emperor, the king of the stronghold of the world. His sweet favor regenerated Tophane // His 
shadow moved across Aquarius, the sun and the moon alike".201 Other poets make less 
200 "Gevher-i baḥr-ı kerāmet āb-ı rū-yı salṭanat // Ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Hān-ı İskender-veġā": read 
chronogram under entry number 28 'Canibi ʿAli Efendi' in chapter 2. 
201 "Mihr-i burc-i maʿdelet ḫūrşīd-i evc-i salṭanat // Ẓıll-ı Ḥaḳḳ Maḥmūd Ḫān Şāhinşeh-i ʿālem-penāh. Eyleyüb 
Ṭopḫāne'yi iḥyā zülāl-i himmetī // Sāye saldı burc-i ābīde misāl-ı mihr ü māh": read entry number 7 'Mihrişah 
Kadın' in chapter 2.    
ʿİzzet ʿAli - - - 1 - 10 - 
Canibi ʿAli 6 0 0 4 - 10 40 
Hacı Beşir 0 0 0 9 - 9 100 
Verdinaz 2 0 0 7 - 9 78 
Murabıt Hüsey. 3 0 0 5 - 8 63 
Hacı Ahmed 2 0 0 5 - 7 71 
İsmaʿil Ağa 1 3 0 3 Excl. signature of Hocazade 7 43 
ʿÖmer Ağa 0 0 0 6 - 6 100 
Acem ʿAli 0 0 0 6 Excl. signature of Mehmed Emin  6 100 
Mihrişah 2 0 0 3 - 5 60 
ʿAbdullah Ağa 2 0 0 3 - 5 60 
Yeğen Mehmed 2 0 0 3 - 5 60 
Şeyhzade Meh. 2 0 0 3 - 5 60 
Saʿdullah 0 0 0 5 - 5 100 
Gül Ahmed  - - - 1 - 4 - 
Vuslat 1 0 0 3 - 4 75 
Firdevsi  2 0 0 2 Plus sura al-fatiha 4,5 44 
Maksem 3 0 0 3 - 3 100 
Yaʿkub Ağa 0 0 0 2 - 2 100 
Hacı Mehmed 0 0 0 1 Plus sura al-fatiha 1,5 100 
Kıblelizade 0 0 0 1 Excl. signature of Mehmed ʿİzzet 1 100 
İsmaʿil Efendi 0 0 0 0 Plus shahada-mıṣraʿ 0,5 0 
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hyperbolic statements about the sultan's grandeur though still prefer to put him on a pedestal 
as they equal him to the mythical King Khusraw of Persia, and the Biblical King Solomon.202  
The queen mother is explicitly singled out for praise in the chronogram Behçet 
Mehmed wrote for the fountain of Köprülü Ahmed: "The mother of Sultan Mahmud, the 
[most] graceful of graceful women // The crown of virtue, the pearl of chastity, the innocence 
of kings".203 Hafız Efendi has taken special care to treat her with the utmost respect in both 
the chronograms he wrote, and introduces her as "the character of a discovered jewel, Valide 
Sultan" and "the womb of majesty, the mother of the sultan of praiseworthy deeds".204 The 
invocation of the two most powerful Ottomans was not only the result of the natural authority 
that radiated from them, and testifies to the specific exchange of social and economic capital 
between court and society. The invocations in the poetic epigraphy were expressions of the 
fountain donor's allegiance toward the Ottoman dynasty. Saliha Valide Sultan permitted a 
selection of grandees to invest in the endowment of a fountain that would be connected to her 
water network. In return, the grandees were allowed to publicly promote their personal 
prestige (which moreover was a result of royal favoritism), and claim affiliation with the 
imperial household. Thus, the Taksim project was a suitable instrument with which the 
patron-client relationships between Mahmud I and his favorites were confirmed. While the 
sultan and queen mother received the necessary revenues and loyalty from the urban elite, in 
return they acknowledged and contributed to the status of these grandees within society.  
The fact that this exchange was indeed initiated by the court is exemplified in the 
poetic epigraphy, where for instance Necib Efendi describes that "the order was given to the 
servant overseer of the naval arsenal to have a new fountain built in the neighborhood". In 
line with this, ʿÖmer Ağa acknowledges that his charitable work was brought about with "the 
permission of the sultan".205 But the negotiated character of the construction project is even 
better expressed in several alternative examples of poetry. For instance, Behçet Mehmed 
202 Both citations come from the work of Vehbi Hüseyin although the theme is reiterated in numerous other 
chronograms and seems to have been part of established conventions in poetry: "Ḫażret-i Ḫüsrev-i Süleymān-cāh 
// Yaʿni Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı mülk-arā" for the fountain of Verdinaz Kadın; and "Şeh-i sütūde-siyer Ḫüsrev-i 
Süleyman-fer // Cenāb-ı Ḥażret-i Maḥmūd Ḫān-ı mülk-ārā" for the fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, both in chapter 
2.  
203 "Māder-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd ḫayr-ı ḫayrü ʾn-nisā // Tāc-ı ʿiṣmet dürretü ʾl-ʿiffet selāṭin-i ʿifāf": read entry 
number 20 'Köprülü Hafız Ahmed Paşa' in chapter 2.   
204 Fountain of İsmaʿil Ağa: "Gevher-i ẕātına kānī Vālide Sulṭānınıñ"; and of Üçanbarlı Mehmed "Mehd-i şevket 
māder-i sulṭān maḥmūdu ʾl-fiʿāl": both in chapter 2.  
205 Fountain of Canibi ʿAli: "Bu maḥalde daḫi tersāne eminī ḳūluna // Ḳıldı bir nev-çeşme bünyādı için emrin 
ʿaṭā: and of ʿÖmer Ağa; "İẕn-i sulṭāniyle bir ḫayr itdi kim // Ḥaḳḳ vire aña cinān-i ʿāliyāt"; a similar expression 
can be found in the chronogram of Vehbi Hüseyin on the fountain for Vuslat Kadın, "with the permission of him, 
the bearer of the crown": "Ol tāc-dārıñ hem-seri bānū-yı ḫurşīd-aḫterī // Bu çeşme-i cān-perverī iẕniyle bünyād 
eyledi". 
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reveals in his chronogram for the fountain of Köprülü Ahmed that "every state official was 
granted a fountain" and was accordingly "added to this charitable work".206 Some poets also 
speak of a distribution of either water, fountains, or sources among the state officials.207 
Another way to express the cooperative aspect of the project was found in designating the 
patrons contributors or participants (ḥissemend, ḥiṣṣedār) implying they were simultaneously 
member in the trust network of the sultan.208 The patrons were quite conscious of the fact that 
they owed their success to royal clientelage, therefore the higher ranking officials such as 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, Köprülü Ahmed, and İsmaʿil Ağa in particular instructed the composers 
of their chronograms to dedicate a considerable portion of lines to both the sultan ánd the 
queen mother. Lower ranking officials generally limited themselves to praiseful words in 
veneration of the sultan alone. Furthermore, the sections that were dedicated to the notables 
proper air the awareness that, although they fulfilled one of the highest offices in the realm of 
the empire, they remained in a position of subservience to the sovereign. Köprülü Ahmed is 
described as "the servant [or slave: ḳul] of the imperial household", Canibi ʿAli as the "servant 
overseer of the naval arsenal", and İsmaʿil Ağa as the "servant commander of the artillery 
regiments".209 
 The chronograms for the courtiers Hacı Beşir, ʿÖmer Ağa, Yaʿkub Ağa, and ʿAli Ağa 
constitute an exception to this rule, and do not mention a single beyt in veneration of the 
sultan or his mother: all beyts evolve around the charitable work of the patron. Even so, we 
can observe that all courtiers implictly showed their allegiance toward the sultan, and define 
their social status on the basis of their daily affiliation with him. The aghas were proud to 
serve the imperial household. The chief black eunuch Hacı Beşir introduces himself as: "His 
Excellency the Wise Hacı Beşir Ağa who [is] // the acquaintance of the royal harem, 
206 "Her ricāl-ı devlete bir çeşme iḥsān eyleyüb // Eyledi Aḥmed Paşa'yı-da bu ḫayre müżāf": read chronogram 
under entry number 20 'Köprülü Hafız Ahmed Paşa' in chapter 2. 
207 Vakıf Efendi speaks of a distribution that sprang forth from the water main: "Ānā ṣuyundan idüb ehl-i devlete 
taḳsīm" - in reference to the fountain of Hekimoğlu ʿAli; Murabıt Hüseyin describes the process as a distribution 
of sources among the notables: "Olacak aʿyāna taḳsīmü ʾl-ʿuyūn"; and in his chronogram for the fountain of 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, Hafız Efendi states that the majority of fountains constructed was distributed among the 
masters of refinement: "İtdiler hem çeşmeler bünyād idüb irvā-yı dehr // Ḳıldılar hem fażlasın taḳsīm-i eṣḥāb-ı 
celāl".   
208 Hafız Efendi records that İsmaʿil Ağa was granted the personal favor of the queen mother and was made a 
contributor: "Ṭopcubaşı ḳūlu İsmāʿīl Ağa'ya luṭf idüb // Ḥiṣṣedār itdi bu nev āsārdan bī ḳīl ü ḳāl"; while in his 
chronogram for the fountain of Yeğen Mehmed, Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki speaks in a more general way about the 
dignitaries who were made stakeholders in the water: "Ricāl-i devletini ḥiṣṣe-mend idüb bu ṣudan"; and in the 
chronogam for the fountain of Yahya Ağa, Şakir Hüseyin tells that all notables were made participants in the 
favor: "Ḥisse-mend-i ḫayr idince hep ricāl-i devletin". 
209 Fountain of Köprülü Ahmed: "Öyle Aḥmed Paşa kim ḫānedān-ı devletiñ bendesidir[...]": and the fountain of 
Canibi ʿAli: "Bu maḥalde daḫi tersāne eminī ḳūluna"; and of İsmaʿil Ağa: "Ṭopcubaşı ḳūlu İsmāʿīl Ağa'ya luṭf 
idüb". 
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confidant of the magnificent sultan", ʿÖmer Ağa describes himself as: "The treasurer of 
Sultan Mahmud", and Yaʿkub Ağa as "The weapons-bearer with pleasant manners of the king 
of ages".210 The position of chief agha ʿAli Ağa was primarily based on the favor and status of 
the queen mother, and thus indirectly on that of the sultan.211 In a similar manner, Saliha 
Valide Sultan commissioned Vehbi Hüseyin to not explicity glorify her son, but rather 
legitimize her status on the basis of his: "Her Excellency the Queen Mother that is // The 
mother of His Excellency Sultan Mahmud. The place from where the sun of the caliphate 
rises, who is // Her offspring, the shadow of the All-loving Continual Creator", and "The sun 
of virtue, the mother of the shadow of God".212  
 The grand vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli fulfilled the highest office which members from the 
elite could ever achieve, and was therefore less reticent in having his person lauded in the 
chronograms for his imposing meydān çeşmesi. Whereas Vakıf Yahya composed a six-beyt 
chronogram that evolved around the grandeur and munificence of the grand vizier 
exclusively, Vehbi Hüseyin was apparently commissioned to contextualize his status and 
started the chronogram with a tribute to Mahmud I.213 The chronogram which Şakir Hüseyin 
composed for the grand vizier's son-in-law, Yahya Ağa, airs a similar self-confidence. 
Although the chronogram does start with paying the appropriate respect to the sultan, not a 
word is mentioned about the favor of the queen mother. Instead, the chronogram emphasizes 
that his affiliation with Hekimoğlu ʿAli, who had made him the honor of becoming the grand 
vizier's assistant, precipitated his success. Yahya Ağa had a second chronogram added to his 
fountain sometime after the completion of the Taksim project in September 1732, and his 
promotion to chief stable master in January 1733. Vehbi Hüseyin was commissioned for this 
task, and this time words of praise evolved around his person almost exclusively. 
Nonetheless, the chronogram did not neglect to stress his status as "head agha in the royal 
stables of the sultan", and acknowledged that his promotion was primarily indebted to his 
father-in-law Hekimoglu ʿAli.214  
210 Fountain of Beşir Ağa: "Cenāb-ı Ḥażret-i Ḥāccı Beşir Ağa-yı dānā kim // Ḫavāṣṣıñ iftiḫārı maḥrem-i Sulṭān-ı 
aʿẓāmdır"; and fountain of ʿÖmer Ağa: "Ḫāzin-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd Ḥān olub"; and fountain of Yaʿkub Ağa: "Şāh-ı 
devrānıñ silāḥdārı ağa-yı ḫoş-ḫiṣāl // Yaʿnī kim Yaʿḳūb Ağa ol bānī-yi ṣāḥib-i kemāl". 
211 "Ketḫüdā-yı vālide sulṭān-iken": read chronogram under entry number 10 'ʿAli Ağa' in chapter 2. 
212 The first two beyts from the chronogram above the east side çeşme of Saliha Valide Sultan read: "Ḥażret-i 
Vālide Sulṭān yaʿnī // Māder-i ḥażret-i Sulṭān Maḥmūd. Maṭlaʿ-ı şems-i ḫilāfet-ki ānıñ // Ferʿidir sāye-i Ḫallāḳ-ı 
Vedūd"; and halfway the chronogram above the çeşme on the west side Vehbi Hüseyin writes: "Şems-i ʿiṣmet 
māder-i ẓıll-ı Ḫüdā". 
213 For both chronograms, read entry number 29 'Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa' in chapter 2. 
214 Şakir Hüseyin writes in the chronogram that was once applied above one of the façades: "Āṣaf-ı devrān ʿAlī 
Paşa-yı ẕī-şānın daḫi // Ketḥüdā-yı ekremin ḳıldı sezā-yı iltifāt"; in the chronogram above the ablution spouts 
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 All patrons one way or another seem to have been preoccupied to claim association 
with the royal family, and emphasize that they maintained a patron-client relationship with the 
sultan/or queen mother. Neglect to praise their superiority could be perceived of as a sign of a 
stronger, more independent position, and an attempt to gain a higher social status beyond all 
expectations of propriety and royal permission. The five-beyt chronogram Siraci Efendi 
composed for the fountain of Saʿdullah Efendi did not contain a single word of gratitude 
toward the sultan, although the endowment of his fountain was brought about with royal 
favor. The peculiarity of his case might implicate that the exhibition of gratitude toward the 
sultan was not something that was coordinated by the court in a top-down manner, but was 
deemed appropriate among ruling circles. Failure to accept and affirm the status quo of a 
patron-client relationship did not go unpunished, and the imprisonment of Saʿdullah Efendi 
over charges of corruption might actually also be related to his lack of conformity in the 
implementation of the Taksim project.  
The sociogram in Fig. 4.3 examines the social network of Mahmud I in April 1732 
(before the arrival of Hekimoğlu ʿAli), and has included the abovementioned invocations of 
Mahmud I (1) and Saliha Valide Sultan (2) in the poetic epigraphy that can be considered as 
expressions of allegiance. Unfortunately, no (complete) chronograms have remained from the 
fountains of Gül Ahmed (12), ʿİzzet ʿAli (14), Gürcü İsmaʿil (21), ʿAbdülbaki Ağa (25), 
Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed (27), and the assistant of the grand mufti (28) that could account for 
words of gratitude toward the sultan, or reflect the reciprocal nature of the respective 
relational ties. Nonetheless, on the basis of the pattern that is established in the 
abovementioned chronograms, I have added the respective links that were directed toward the 
sultan in order to complete the graph and render more meaning to it. Köprülü Ahmed (10), 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed (16), and İsmaʿil Ağa (23) were the only grandees to gratify and honor 
Saliha Valide Sultan in their chronograms explicitly either because they maintained a special 
bond with her that differed from the other dignitaries, or simply because the length of the 
poetry permitted to. The missing chronograms of the other officials could have helped in 
determining whether the invocation of the queen mother was an exception, or that the practice 
did purport a systematic manifestation of allegiance toward her explicitly. In any case, her 
distribution of favors among the grandees made her inhabit a highly centralized node in the 
social network. Most central to the network was Mahmud I himself to whom the highest  
Vehbi Hüseyin describes the office of Yahya Ağa: "Büyük ağa olub ıṣṭabl-ı ḫāṣṣ-ı pādişāhīde"; and halfway the 
poem he refers to Hekimoğlu ʿAli: "Ḫuṣūṣā Oldı be-iẕn-i hümāyūn maḥrem-i dāmād // Efendisi ʿAlī Paşa-yı 
ṣāḥib-ṣadr-ı yektāya".  
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Fig. 4.3 Social network of Taksim project, before arrival of Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa 
 
1. Mahmud I  19. Hacı Ahmed  37. Mehmed Emin Ağa 
2. Saliha Valide Sultan 20. Kıblelizade Mehmed 38. Hanif Ağa 
3. Hacı Beşir Ağa 21. Gürcü İsmaʿil  39. Behçet Mehmed 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 22. Murabıt Hüseyin 40. Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki 
5. ʿAli Ağa 23. İsmaʿil Ağa 41. Siraci Siraceddin 
6. Yaʿkub Ağa 24. ʿAbdullah Ağa 42. Hafız Efendi 
7. Mihrişah Kadın 25. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 43. Necib Efendi 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 26. ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed 44. Rahmi Mustafa 
9. Vuslat Kadın 27. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed 45. Mehmed ʿİzzet 
10. Köprülü Ahmed 28. Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 46. Hocazade Efendi 
11. İsmaʿil Efendi 29. Şeyhzade Mehmed 47. Şehri Mehmed 
12. Gül Ahmed 30. Hekimoğlu ʿAli 48. Vasık İbrahim 
13. Yeğen Mehmed 31. Yahya Ağa 49. Vakıf Yahya 
14. ʿİzzet ʿAli 32. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 50. Şakir Hüseyin 
15. Saʿdullah Efendi  33. Damad İbrahim  
16. Üçanbarlı Mehmed 34. Kabakulak İbrahim  
17. Hacı Mehmed  35. Topal ʿOsman  
18. Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 36. Vehbi Hüseyin  
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number of relational ties are directed in expression of gratefulness and loyalty. A remarkable 
aspect that arises when comparing the sociogram in Fig. 4.3 with the earlier discussed 
sociogram in Fig. 4.1, is that the court by means of the Taksim project had successfully 
incorporated the trust networks of the discharged grand viziers, most notably Damad İbrahim. 
The local centrality of their position in the social network was considerably reduced. Clearly, 
the sociogram underscores the vital importance of the queen mother in bridging the deposition 
of sultans and safeguarding the survival of the dynasty. Her favoritism was primarily designed 
to consolidate the reign of her son and legitimize dynastic authority.   
 But as we have already seen in the sociogram of Fig. 4.2, the power balance in the 
social network of Mahmud I was somewhat altered when Hekimoğlu ʿAli became grand 
vizier, and intervened in the composition of the government from May 1732 onward. As a 
result, the grand vizier seemed to have usurped the central position of both Mahmud I and 
Saliha Valide Sultan in the social network. Next to that, he maintained the most direct and 
reciprocated relational ties with the other favorites. However, the sociogram of Fig. 4.4 has 
taken into account the abovementioned intricacies of the poetic epigraphy, and highlights the 
process through which the sultan was able to continue his highly central position. Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli (30) still occupies the reddest node in the network, and his success is primarily based on 
the direct and reciprocal contacts which he maintained with the sultan's favorites. But this was 
a logical result of the system of absolute monarchy which prevented most state officials 
frequent access to the person of the sultan and his mother. Thus, the grand vizier fulfills an 
intermediary role between the grandees and the sultan which explains the high centrality of 
the former and the second position of the latter.  
 Nonetheless, although the centrality of Mahmud I (1) was not essentially based on the 
direct and reciprocated contacts with his favorites, his position in the social network is most 
prominent since most relational ties are directed toward him and express the loyalty of his 
favorites. The ties are not immediately answered by Mahmud I because the reciprocity of the 
exchange was completed by Saliha Valide Sultan (2), who distributed fountains and water 
among the dignitaries in return for their wealth and allegiance. In conclusion, the nodes that 
are occupied by the sultan, the queen mother, and the grand vizier together constitute the core 
of the social network, and reveal three different kinds of centrality. The centrality of the sultan 
is based on the highest number of ties that are directed toward him (indegree), whereas the 
centrality of the queen mother is defined by the highest number of ties that originate from her 
(outdegree). The centrality of the grand vizier is determined by the fact that his node is at the  
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Fig. 4.4 Social network of Taksim project after completion 
 
1. Mahmud I  19. Hacı Ahmed  37. Mehmed Emin Ağa 
2. Saliha Valide Sultan 20. Kıblelizade Mehmed 38. Hanif Ağa 
3. Hacı Beşir Ağa 21. Gürcü İsmaʿil  39. Behçet Mehmed 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 22. Murabıt Hüseyin 40. Saʿdi ʿAbdülbaki 
5. ʿAli Ağa 23. İsmaʿil Ağa 41. Siraci Siraceddin 
6. Yaʿkub Ağa 24. ʿAbdullah Ağa 42. Hafız Efendi 
7. Mihrişah Kadın 25. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 43. Necib Efendi 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 26. ʿEbu ʾl-Hayr Ahmed 44. Rahmi Mustafa 
9. Vuslat Kadın 27. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed 45. Mehmed ʿİzzet 
10. Köprülü Ahmed 28. Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası 46. Hocazade Efendi 
11. İsmaʿil Efendi 29. Şeyhzade Mehmed 47. Şehri Mehmed 
12. Gül Ahmed 30. Hekimoğlu ʿAli 48. Vasık İbrahim 
13. Yeğen Mehmed 31. Yahya Ağa 49. Vakıf Yahya 
14. ʿİzzet ʿAli 32. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 50. Şakir Hüseyin 
15. Saʿdullah Efendi  33. Damad İbrahim 51. Nahifi Süleyman  
16. Üçanbarlı Mehmed 34. Kabakulak İbrahim 52. Sır katibi Mustafa  
17. Hacı Mehmed  35. Topal ʿOsman 53. ʿAli Hoca 
18. Firdevsi ʿEbubekir 36. Vehbi Hüseyin  
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shortest distance from all other nodes, and mediated all contacts between the sultan and the 
rest. Thus, social network analysis highlights the status quo of the power balance between the 
sultan, the queen mother, and the grand vizier. The sultan held absolute authority, and 
assigned the grand vizier to be his representative, while confiding in his mother to support his 
authority.  
 
The construction of the Tophane fountain under the patronage of Mahmud I was most 
certainly intended to underscore the absolute authority of the sultan, and to outrival the 
fountains of his servants, most notably that of Hekimoğlu ʿAli. For this reason, Mahmud I 
reappointed Hacı Ahmed (19) to overseer of the construction activities. The poets Hanif Ağa 
(38), Rahmi Mustafa (44), and Nahifi Süleyman (51) were commissioned to compose 
chronograms for the fountain, and the sultan's former personal secretary Mustafa Efendi (52) 
and a certain ʿAli Hoca (53) were assigned to design the calligraphy. Their participation in the 
trust network of the sultan has already been indicated in the sociogram of Fig. 4.4. But in 
order to understand the magnificence and impact of the meydān çeşmesi which Mahmud I 
added to the Taksim water network, we would have to develop a formal analysis of the 
architecture and ornamentation of every single fountain, and make a critical comparison 
between them. I have established categories on the basis of 1) the number of spouts, and 2) 
the basic model of the structure. Within these two categories, the fountains are subdivided 
into subgroups that are based on the relative rank of the fountain patrons in the various 
divisions of the Ottoman state apparatus (court, government, financial administration, 
military, and judiciary), for a critical assessment and classification of the decorative programs.  
 Codes of decorum were the main social mechanism regulating the physical appearance 
of architecture, and were vaguely based on certain expectations of propriety that were relative 
to the social status of the building patron. Therefore, grandees did not have a free hand in 
conferring their social status upon building patronage. But in the absence of written 
regulations, the codes could turn into a fragile form of social contract that was open to 
negotiation. The aspiration for higher prestige manifested itself in attempts to push the limits 
of decorum in conspicuous consumption. Even so, individual expressions of upward mobility 
were largely kept in check by peer pressure, and social typecasting informed the architecture 
of, for instance, quite a number of sixteenth-century mosques. Contemporary architectural 
design attempted to represent the building patron through generic typologies that were relative 
to his/her rank or status, and the degree of individualization increased the higher up a patron 
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was on the social ladder. Factors such as siting, the use of precious materials, the 
elaborateness of ornament, size, and the uniqueness of architectural features all conformed to 
notions of appropriateness.215 We have already noticed that the composition of poetic 
epigraphy was highly dependent on notions of appropriateness, and influenced the length and 
part of the chronogram's content. Accordingly, how was the hierarchy-conscious mentality of 
the Ottoman elite reflected in the fountain architecture? And to what extent did the fountains 
display hints of individualized architecture?  
Let us first turn to the collective message that radiated from the fountain architecture 
of the Taksim project. Hamadeh argues that the decorative program and visual appearance of 
the eighteenth-century fountains, and in particular the meydān çeşmesi, were a reference to the 
royal waterfront pavilions, and were meant to showcase the artistic taste and refinement of the 
patron. Her argument is primarily based on the assumption that chronograms were intended as 
architectural celebrations. In addition, the metaphor with the word "ḳaṣr" (pavilion) which 
Vehbi Hüseyin has used in the chronogram for the fountain of Ahmed III in front of the 
Imperial Gate could have prompted her line of thought. The fact that the reliefs and ornaments 
of fountain architecture show resemblance to the interior wall decoration of several waterfront 
residences is the final corner stone of her argument.216 However, on the basis of the poetic 
epigraphy, I would suggest that the fountains were not so much erected as micropalaces that 
were meant to impose spectators. Rather, the fountains were designed to symbolize heavenly 
pavilions that canalized water directly from the stream of Kawthar, and as such were 
representations of Paradise on earth. The lyric allusions to the overflowing reservoir of the 
fountain and the abundance of blessed water were reflected in the profusion of ornaments on 
the fountain façades. Most likely, the grace of God (bereket) was an abstract and transcendent 
concept both patrons and artisans attempted to grasp and take hold of, and accordingly 
translated into a visual language of copious floral patterns, vases filled with a variety of 
flowers, and pots bursting with fruit. For contemporary Muslims, these elements could have 
signified the divine reward for their devotion. That the building patrons in the wake of this 
more allegoric manifestation (no doubt also intentionally) impressed their public with an 
appearance that resonated in palatial architecture and decoration is of secondary importance in 
this case.  
215 Gülrü Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire (London: Reaktion Books, 
2005), 115-124.  
216 Hamadeh mentions the interior wall paintings in the residence of Amcazade Köprülü Hüseyin Paşa at 
Anadoluhisarı (1699), and the Fruit Room of Ahmed III in the New Palace: Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 
131-137. 
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A number of poets do make clear references to the paradisiacal and sensory pleasures 
in relation to the architecture of the fountain, though they must be seen in the light of mythical 
and religious concepts such as the Cornucopia and the Paradise garden. Architecture 
supported the religious value of the fountain rather than exclude it. Nahifi Süleyman praises 
the meydān çeşmesi of Mahmud I: "Like the pleasure-enhancing season of spring, the painted 
flowers // on the pure surface of its marble are visible to the world", and Rahmi states that 
"The attractive flowerbed and beautiful location of the building are heart-opening // [to the 
extent that] whoever looks upon them, gets rids of his feelings of sorrow".217 In a similar vein, 
Murabıt Hüseyin proclaims: "May the water that arrives of this grace continuously // be the 
ornament of roses in the garden of hope".218 Descriptions of the quality of the water that 
sprang forth from the fountains are largely derived from references in the Hadith to the river 
Kawthar, and underscore the religious dimension of the poetry.219 For instance, Vehbi 
Hüseyin ascertains that the blessed water from the queen mother's fountain tastes like sweet 
milk and disseminates the sweet scent of ripe ambergris.220 Hanif Ağa tells his readers to 
drink from the water of life that tastes of either honey or sugarcane, and flows forth from the 
fountain of the sultan.221 
 The first element that was subjected to codes of decorum in fountain architecture was 
the number of spouts that was inserted in the central niche of the façade(s), or in small panels 
to the side. They regulated the amount of blessed water each respective grandee was allowed 
to distribute, and pose a substantial indication of the intensity the sultan's favor yielded. While 
the fountains of all patrons were endowed with at least one spout that was inserted in the 
central niche, those under the patronage of the highest ranking dignitaries were equipped with 
additional water spouts that were applied to the structure in a variety of ways. Table 4.2 
reveals that Mahmud I and Saliha Valide Sultan had equipped their fountains with the highest 
number of façades with spouts, and that only a selected number of grandees had additional 
spouts applied. Representing the top echelon of the government, Hekimoğlu ʿAli and Yahya 
217 The line from the chronogram of Nahifi Süleyman is as follows: "Nevbahār-ı ṭarab-efzā gibi naḳş-ı ezhār 
Ṣafḥe-i ṣāf-ı rüḫāmında bedīdār-ı şühūd"; and the line from Rahmi Mustafa: "Ṭarḥı raʿnā mevḳʿī zībā bīnāsı dil-
güşā // Şöyle kim bakdıkça defʿ eyler göñüllerden ġamı". 
218 "Vardı suyunca bu ḫayrıñ dāʾima // Bāğ-ı ümmīdī ola güllerle zeyn": read entry number 18 'Murabıt Hüseyin 
Paşa' in chapter 2. 
219 Ertürk, 'Havz-ı Kevser', 547.  
220 In the chronogram above the sebīl, Vehbi Hüseyin summons his readers to drink from the sweet milk: "Vālide 
Sulṭān-ı ʿālī-şān-ı himmet-meşrebīñ // ʿAyn-ı cūdünden gel ey leb-teşne şīr ü şeker iç"; and narrates that the 
spouts shout like the sellers of syrup appraising the ambergris: "Sū-be-sū gūyā lisān-ı lüle ile çeşmeler // 
Çāğlayüb şerbet-fürūşān gibi dirler ʿanber iç". 
221 "Ḥaḳḳā bu māʾ āb-ı ḥayāt sükker gibi ʿaẕb u fürāt // Yā şehd veyā ḳand u nebāt nūş eyle bil ʿilmü ʾl-yaḳīn": 
read entry number 32 'Mahmud I (Tophane)' in chapter 2. 
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Ağa both founded a double façade fountain with two spouts. More so, Yahya Ağa even 
enriched his endowment with additional ablution spouts presumably in an effort to emphasize 
his influential position in the trust network of the grand vizier, his father-in-law. The fountain 
of Gürcü İsmaʿil represented the top of the military command, and was endowed with two 
spouts that were inserted in the central niches on opposite sides of the fountain. The fountains 
of ʿİzzet ʿAli, Üçanbarlı Mehmed, and Hacı Mehmed reflected the upper echelon of the 
financial administration. Whereas both fountains of the subsequent chief finance officers were 
provisioned with two additional small çeşmes on the flanks, the fountain of the chief 
accountant of poll taxes Hacı Mehmed, who supposedly stood one level lower in the state 
hierarchy, was equipped with one small çeşme less. The fountain of Canibi ʿAli shows carved 
out sections and a notch to the left side of the central niche, which as discussed in Chapter II, 
could hint at a small çeşme. 
 From the classification in Table 4.2 arise the contours for a first categorization of the 
fountains into specific groups. The first category of "model A" fountains consists of the 
meydān çeşmeleri that were endowed by the most powerful people in the Ottoman realm at 
that time: the sultan, the queen mother, the grand vizier, his assistant, and the janissary 
commander. The permission to have the latter construct a magnificent and imposing meydān 
çeşmesi was presumably also intended to strenghten the public understanding that the project 
was a celebration of the Ottoman victory over the Safavids. The structures with one façade 
and one or two additional small çeşmes on the flanks compose the second category of "model 
B" fountains, and represent the upper echelon of the finance bureau. The remaining two 
categories of "model C" and "model D" fountains both have in common that they consisted of 
a single façade in which a spout was inserted, but they differ in terms of size and shape. The 
fountains of "model C" compensated the absence of one or two additional small çeşmes with 
the application of narrow, mihrab-like niches on both sides of the central niche, and followed 
a longer, rectangular or polygonal ground plan. The fountains of "model D" consisted of one 
single façade only.  
Table 4.2 Fountains with more than one spout 
 Çeşmes Additional spouts 
Mahmud I 4 4 small çeşmes at the corners 
Saliha Valide 2 1 sebīl, 2 sides with ablutions spouts 
Yahya Ağa 2 1 side with ablution spouts 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli  2 - 
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Gürcü İsmaʿil  2 - 
ʿİzzet ʿAli 1 2 small çeşmes on flanks 
Üçanbarlı Meh. 1  2 small çeşmes on flanks 
Hacı Mehmed 1 1 small çeşme on left flank 
Canibi ʿAli 1 1 small çeşme on left flank 
 
The thirty two Taksim fountains are further subdivided in the following tables (Table 
4.3-4.7) of which each represents a distinct division of the Ottoman state apparatus: court, 
government, financial administration, military, and judiciary. Within each group, the patrons 
have been singled out and classified on the basis of their respective rank and status. The 
model into which the fountain was shaped is a first criterium for classification, whereas the 
total number of beyts in each of the related chronograms provides us with a second 
determinant factor. But the decorative program of the fountains constitutes an ambivalent 
criterium for the estimation of rank and status, since each of them is equipped with a peculiar 
combination of decorative motifs that does not display any pattern or premeditated system for 
comparative analysis. In other words, the details and composition of the decorative program is 
the result of a unique settlement between personal taste, artisanal expertise, religious 
conviction, and codes of decorum. Explanations of similarities and differences among the 
various stylistic compositions might be speculative of nature, but they do invite us to reflect 
critically on the architectural patronage of individual patrons and the context of art 
production. What the decorative programs do tell, is the extent to which they offered patrons 
and artisans a means of adding personal and individualized features to the façades, or whether 
they were shaped in the mould of architectural typologies.   
Table 4.3: Court 
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Mahmud I Sultan A 40 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niches, side niches, on the corners, and 
across entire wall revetment: fruits, flowers, 
muqarnas, patterns 
Saliha Sultan  Valide sultan A 28 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
two central niches and across corollary wall 
revetment: fruits, flowers, muqarnas, patterns; 
adjacent mekteb 
Mihrişah  Başkadın C 5 Classical with corner ornaments 
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Hacı Beşir  Darü ʾs-sade ağası D 9 Classical with flower reliefs on trough  
Verdinaz  Haseki kadın D 9 Classical with corner ornaments 
ʿÖmer Ağa Hazinedarbaşı D 6 Classical with pillars on corners  
ʿAli Ağa Başağa - 6 - 
Vuslat Kadın Haseki kadın D 4 Classical with corner ornaments  
Maksem - D 3 Classical, with few reliefs: sunburst, muqarnas 
Yaʿkub Ağa Silahdar-ı şehriyari D 2 Classical 
 
The fountains that were patronized by members from the royal family and the courtiers 
serving them exhibit a pronounced sense of hierarchy and appropriateness. The magnificent 
fountains of Mahmud I and Saliha Valide Sultan literally dwarf the structures of the royal 
women, and the palace pages and eunuchs. The sheer size, the countless words of praise and 
glory, and the abundance of reliefs and ornaments in the decorative programs of the royal 
meydān çeşmeleri are in no way reflected in the fountains of the concubines and palace 
servants. The fountain of Mahmud I was entirely bent on the visualization of God’s grace and 
the wealth of Paradise in the new manner of Ahmed III. Next to that, as it stood in the middle 
of the recently widened square next to the Kılıç ʿAli Paşa Mosque, the fountain could be seen 
from the Bosphorus. The fountain of Saliha Valide Sultan stood in the middle of a square in 
Azapkapı, and was part of a larger endowment that also included a primary school (sıbyan 
mektebi) and supported the nearby Sokullu Mehmed Paşa Mosque. In addition, the fountain 
featured two series of ablution spouts that encouraged and facilitated the people's performance 
of daily prayers. The positioning of the ablution spouts seems to have had some repercussions 
to the fountain's architecture. While the sebīl and çeşmes exhibited a rich and opulent 
unfolding of the royal decorative program, the two opposites sides that featured the ablution 
spouts were decorated in a sober manner in order to prepare Muslims for the modesty and 
discretion of the daily prayer.  
 The fountains of the palace aghas Hacı Beşir, ʿÖmer Ağa, Yaʿkub Ağa (and 
supposedly that of ʿAli Ağa too) were moulded in a way that befitted identical and generic 
structures characterized by a sober classical outlook. But Beşir Ağa seems to have put more 
weight on the proliferation of calligraphy and his chronogram in order to emphasize his 
superior position in the imperial household. The fountains of the sultan's concubines display 
rivalry and competition as Mihrişah Kadın seems to have manifested herself as the eldest 
concubine (başkadın), despite the fact that she was associated with Ahmed III. Mihrişah had 
nevertheless given birth to three princes (Süleyman, Mustafa, and Sefyüddin), and the 
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fountain which she constructed was relatively larger than those under the patronage of the 
other two ladies. In doing so, she continued a trend well initiated during her participation in 
the extension of the Damad İbrahim Paşa water supply line in Üsküdar.222 Verdinaz Kadın 
appears to have partly compensated for the self-esteem of her rival by commissioning a longer 
chronogram, but since only the central niche of her fountain has survived we cannot assess the 
way in which this was reflected in the architecture. The decorative program of Vuslat Kadın's 
fountain largely converges with that of Mihrişah Kadın which suggests that the building 
patronage of the royal concubines was also subjected to social typecasting, although slights 
hints of individualism were embedded in the epigraphy and the fundament of the models.  
 
Table 4.4: Government  
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli Sadr-ı aʿzam A 18 Modest assortment of reliefs around and in 
central niches: fruits, flowers, muqarnas, 
patterns 
Yahya Ağa  Sadr-ı aʿzam kethü. A 16 Classical, with corner ornaments and a few reliefs 
to flanks of central niches: flowers 
İsmaʿil Efendi Reʾisü ʾl-küttab C  0,5 Abundance of reliefs around and in central niche: 
sunburst, fruits, flowers, muqarnas; upper-story 
mekteb 
Köprülü Ahmed Tevkiʿ/nişancı  C 14 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche: two roses, muqarnas 
Firdevsi ʿEbu. Defter emini C 4,5 Classical 
Yeğen Meh. Kapı kethüdası D 5 Classical 
Gül Ahmed Sadr-ı aʿzam kethü. - 4 - 
 
The classification of the fountains that were sponsored by members from the government 
expose an equally strong sense of hierarchy that is reflected in the length of the chronograms 
and the decorative programs in particular. The fountains of the grand vizier and his assistant 
were positioned on the most prestigious and visible spots along the waterfront either on a hill 
or in front of the Galata land wall, and distributed larger quantities of water. The façades of 
the meydān çeşmesi of Hekimoğlu ʿAli displayed a modest arrangement of the royal 
decorative program: a balanced selection of floral patterns, and restricted application of vases 
222 Mihrişah Kadın patronized a total of four fountains in Üsküdar in a stark contrast to the two fountains of 
Rabʿia Şermi Kadın, and the single fountains of the other ladies: read pages 34-36 from the Introduction.  
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with flowers and pots with fruits. The fountain of Yahya Ağa kept the proliferation of reliefs 
and ornaments to a minimum, and seems to have emphasized the religious and functional role 
of the structure within the urban fabric. The dissemination of classical elements such as the 
muqarnas ornaments on the corners, and the modest arrangement of the two façades 
engendered the pronunciation of a sober outlook which the predominance of calligraphic 
panels further enforced. The application of a chronogram that ran along the entire length of 
the wall presenting the ablution spouts transformed the latter into the center stage of the 
meydān çeşmesi, and must have resulted from the personal wish of Yahya Ağa, who being the 
son of a preacher (Ḫātibzāde) was anxious to ensure the ritual purity of the local Muslims.  
 The fountains of the chancellor (nişancı) and the chief secretary (reʾisü ʾl-küttāb) 
reveal a competition between the occupants of the two respective offices in the exhibiton of 
piety. A central façade that was flanked by two narrow niches composed the front of both 
fountains, but apart from that almost every aspect of the fountains' architecture was 
diametrically opposed. The fountain of Köprülü Ahmed was situated on top of the hill 
overlooking the Bosphorus, and dominated the water pipe line that ran downhill into Fındıklı. 
Köprülü Ahmed had deliberately decided to adorn his fountain in a modest, classical manner 
by outbalancing the surface reliefs in favor of the calligraphic panel that started with a devout 
shahada and basmalla formula, and was supported by a relief of curly hyacinths. The 
decorative program of his fountain was designed to project the image of a sober patron 
meticulously observing the principles of Sunni Islam. In addition, the resemblance of the 
outer façade to the fountain of Köprülü Mehmed Paşa, the founding father of the Köprülü 
household, that was built in Çemberlitaş in 1661 suggests that the decorative program closely 
followed the principles of a distinct "house-style". However, the fountain of İsmaʿil Efendi 
employed a quite different decorative program, and was designed to emphasize the generosity 
and munificence of the patron. The central niche together with the surrounding framework 
were abundantly decorated with floral patterns, vases with flowers, and baskets with fruit, and 
were crowned by a large sunburst or shell. The calligraphic panel above the latter was rather 
concise, and consisted of a shahada formula that was carved out in large characters. The 
obvious and broad arrangement of the Islamic testimony could be a clear statement of the 
patron, but might also be considered the result of a more practical and economic necessity. 
İsmaʿil Efendi expanded the pious foundation of his charitable work with an upper-story 
mekteb almost simultaneous to the construction, which could have precluded the 
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commissioning of a more delicate calligraphic panel. Nonetheless, the patronage of a fountain 
with upper-story mekteb made İsmaʿil Efendi win the profligacy over munificence.  
 The rivalry between the chancellor and the chief secretary seems to reflect the 
bureaucratic developments of the period. Since the mid-seventeenth century, several 
important duties were gradually transferred from the chancellor to the chief secretary, who 
had become de facto chief of the government scribes, and would eventually become minister 
of foreign affairs. As a consequence, the office of chancellor carried a largely symbolic 
importance that was eventually entrusted to the government scribes by the end of the 
eighteenth century.223 Nonetheless, during the implementation of the Taksim project, the 
chancellor still occupied a position of influence. Whereas the chief secretary directed the 
government scribes, the chancellor was in charge of the chancery. The sober and simpler 
outlook of the fountain that was sponsored by the register commissioner (defter emini) attests 
to the fact that the administration of the chancery was still directed by the chancellor, while 
the register commissioner came second. The chronogram and decorative program of the 
fountain that was built by Yeğen Mehmed, the steward of the gate (kapı kethüdası), was of 
rather modest proportions. Unfortunately, nothing has remained of the fountain which Gül 
Ahmed patronized, the former assistant of grand vizier Topal ʿOsman, but the available 
evidence would suggest that Yahya Ağa had succeeded in overshadowing his predecessor.  
 
Table 4.5: Financial administration  
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Üçanbarlı 
Mehmed 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evv. B 15 Abundance of reliefs around and in central niche 
and across wall revetment: fruits, flowers, 
muqarnas, patterns 
ʿİzzet ʿAli Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evv. B 10 Classical, with few reliefs: patterns 
Hacı Mehmed Cizye muhasebecisi B 1,5 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche: two roses, sunburst, muqarnas, patterns; 
flower reliefs on trough 
Canibi ʿAli Tersane emini B 10 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche: two Nakşibendiyye roses, fruits, flowers 
Saʿdullah Efendi Cizye muhasebecisi C/D 5 Classical 
223 Mehmet İpşirli, 'Ottoman State Organization' in Ekmeleddin İhsanoğlu, History of the Ottoman State, Society 
& Civilisation, Vol. 1 (İstanbul: IRCICA, 2001), 170-172; Joel Shinder, 'Career Line Formation in the Ottoman 
Bureaucracy, 1648-1750: A New Perspective' in Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient, Vol. 
16, No. 2/3 (Dec., 1973), 227.   
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Hacı Ahmed Gümrük emini C 7 Classical 
Kıblelizade Ruznamçe-i evvel D 1 Classical 
 
The fountains that were patronized by members from the financial administration display a 
more gradual sense of hierarchy as the difference among the respective sizes and decorative 
programs is a matter of slight details. Even so, the fountain of Üçanbarlı Mehmed stands out 
for the abundance of ornaments and reliefs that is in no way reflected in any of the other 
fountains. Üçanbarlı Mehmed obviously chose to have the building visually identify with the 
royal decorative program, and had an opulent assortment of fruits, flowers, and floral patterns 
reflect his generosity and benevolence. This was also equaled in the streams of water that 
sprang from three separate spouts in the façade: one in the central niche, and two in smaller 
panels on the flanks. The decorative program of his fountain distanced Üçanbarlı Mehmed 
both stylistically and physically from the patronage of his predecessor ʿİzzet ʿAli. The latter 
constructed a fountain of which the basic structure must have largely converged with that of 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, and similarly consisted of one central niche with spout that was flanked 
by two smaller çeşmes. But the façade of his fountain pronounced a more modest, classical 
ornamentation that reduced the proliferation of reliefs to a minimum. The physical 
subservience of ʿİzzet ʿAli's fountain was also reflected in the length of the chronogram which 
Vehbi Hüseyin had composed for him as it fell five beyts short of the poem Hafız Efendi 
wrote for Üçanbarlı Mehmed. Thus, the latter clearly employed fountain patronage to 
establish himself as the new head of the financial administration. 
 The fountains of the two subsequent chief accountants of poll taxes (cizye 
muhasebecisi), Saʿdullah Efendi and Hacı Mehmed Efendi, presumably reflect a similar 
rivalry over social status, although our knowledge of the former's participation is limited. 
Hacı Mehmed was permitted to insert two spouts into the building, while the decorative 
program of the surface focused on a sober, classical proliferation of the façade. A few extra 
elements were added such as the band of muqarnas and floral motifs in the top, and a sunburst 
with rosettes crowning the central niche. Moreover, the trough was covered with five large 
floral reliefs. The fountain of Saʿdullah Efendi seems to have been based on a model C or D, 
as that would be proportionate to the length of the chronogram inscribed in the façade. From 
the decorative program only hints of a trefoil arch with a few reliefs have survived. His 
dubious tenure in the office of poll taxes that was closed with his imprisonment could have 
impossibly been rewarded with the royal permission to apply more than one spout. More so, it 
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might well be that the ruling circles regarded the creation of a trefoil arch out of line with the 
rank and status of Saʿdullah Efendi, who was perhaps expected to construct a more generic 
type of fountain. In any case, the available evidence seems to suggest that the fountain of Hacı 
Mehmed succesfully overshadowed the disgrace of Saʿdullah Efendi. The fountains of Hacı 
Ahmed, who had become customs commissioner (gümrük emini) sometime during the 
implementation of the Taksim project, and Kıblelizade Mehmed, who was chief keeper of the 
daily account book (ruznamçe-i evvel), were both shaped in a classical manner with a 
minimum of reliefs to reflect the sobriety that was appropriate to their rank.  
 
The fountains of the military officials stand out for the profusion of reliefs and ornaments that 
is inscribed in and around the central niche, and were deliberately included in the repertoire to 
visualize the spoils of war that were taken from the Safavids. But with regards to the 
hierachical classification, it becomes clear that the janissary commander was most held in 
prestige. Gürcü İsmaʿil constructed a meydān çeşmesi that was situated on top of the hill 
overlooking the cemetery of Beyoğlu and the Golden Horn, and in the background the skyline 
of İstanbul Peninsula. Moreover, his fountain dominated the water pipe line that ran downhill 
into Kasımpaşa to supply a number of fountains, among them the fountain of his first 
lieutenant (kul kethüdası) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa and a little further down the slope that of grand 
admiral Murabıt Hüseyin. Both the size and specific siting of Gürcü İsmaʿil's fountain 
dwarfed the structures of the lower ranking military officials. In addition, the two façades 
displayed a rich combination of classical decorative motifs such as the muqarnas in various 
Table 4.6: Military command  
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Gürcü İsmaʿil  Yeniçeri ağası A 11 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche and sides niches: muqarnas, floral 
patterns  
Murabıt Hüsey. Kapudan-ı derya D 8 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche: sunburst, fruits, flowers, patterns 
İsmaʿil Ağa Topçubaşı  D 7 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche: sunburst, fruits, flowers, 
muqarnas, patterns 
ʿAbdullah Ağa Cebecibaşı  D 5 Classical 
ʿAbdülbaki Ağa Kul kethüdası  D - - 
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shapes, a polychrome arch, and a selection of floral patterns that was applied to the spandrels, 
and above the narrow niches on the flanks.  
 The fountains of the lower ranking military officials were all based on a much smaller 
model, and consisted of a single central niche. But the small size of the structures was 
somewhat compensated through the abundance of reliefs that was carved out in the marble 
arches and frameworks. Both the fountain of grand admiral Murabıt Hüseyin and artillery 
commander (topçubaşı) İsmaʿil Ağa were enriched with bands of vases with flowers, baskets 
filled with fruit, a sunburst, muqarnas, and floral patterns from the royal decorative program. 
The manifestation of hierarchy between both dignitaries is hidden in the details. The 
chronogram which Murabıt Hüseyin composed for his fountain was one beyt longer than the 
poetry of Hafız Efendi which adorned the fountain of İsmaʿil Ağa. Next to that, a slightly 
larger opulence of ornaments seems to have been applied to the façade of the grand admiral's 
fountain. The fountain of armorers commander (cebecibaşı) ʿAbdullah Ağa was shaped in the 
classical manner with a minimum of ornamentation, and the slightly shorter chronogram for 
his fountain indicates his lower position in the military command. Unfortunately, nothing has 
remained from the original façade that covered the fountain of first lieutenant ʿAbdülbaki 
Ağa. But in any case, the building of Gürcü İsmaʿil marked the unabated superiority of his 
position, and stressed that all other dignitaries were of equal subservience to his authority. 
The subtle indications of competition and hierarchy among the lower ranking officials are the 
result of individual endeavours to stand out, although in general all structures were based on 
the same model. 
 
Table 4.7: Judiciary  
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Zeyne ʾl-Abidin  Rumeli kazı-askeri C - Classical, with few reliefs: two small roses  
Şeyhzade Meh. Anadolu kazı-askeri D 5 Classical 
Unknown Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethü. D - Classical 
 
The fountains that were constructed by members from the highest judiciary positions are in 
general characterized by the sober, classical outlook of the façades, and may have been 
intended to represent the modesty of the Islamic learned establishment. The fountain of Zeyne 
ʾl-Abidin Mehmed seems to have been shaped in a more distinct manner following a 
polygonal ground plan (five corners) with a classical façade that is flanked by two niches. The 
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number of reliefs has been reduced to a minimum, and only on the two opposite sides a subtle 
relief that bears resemblance to a flower motif was inserted in the marble wall revetment. 
Unfortunately, no chronogram has remained that could have helped a further characterization 
of the structure. The fountain of Şeyhzade Mehmed was a fountain of equally modest 
proportions and decoration, and the calligraphic panel seems to have been the most 
pronounced element. In contrast to the fountain of Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed, his structure was 
based on a smaller model with a single central niche, which could point to the relative lesser 
prestige that was conferred upon the chief judge of Anatolia. The assistant of the grand mufti 
seems to have enjoyed considerable prestige to be on an almost equal par with the chief judge 
of Anatolia, because both fountains are quite identical in form the only difference being the 
polygonal ground plan of the latter. The chronogram on the assistant's fountain has 
disappeared, which unfortunately does not enable us to make a further classification. 
Table 4.8: Taksim fountain patrons  
 Rank Model Beyts Decorative program 
Mahmud I Sultan A 40 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niches, side niches, on the corners, and 
across entire wall revetment 
Saliha Sultan  Valide sultan A 28 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
two central niches and across corollary wall 
revetment, plus adjacent mekteb 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli Sadr-ı aʿzam A 18 Modest assortment of reliefs around and in 
central niches 
Yahya Ağa  Sadr-ı aʿzam kethü. A 16 Classical, with corner ornaments and a few reliefs 
to flanks of central niches 
Gürcü İsmaʿil Yeniçeri ağası A 11 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche and sides niches 
Üçanbarlı Meh. Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evv. B 15 Abundance of reliefs around and in central niche 
and across wall revetment 
ʿİzzet ʿAli Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evv. B 10 Classical, with few reliefs 
Hacı Mehmed Cizye muhasebecisi B 1,5 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche 
Canibi ʿAli Tersane emini B 10 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche 
İsmaʿil Efendi Reʾisü ʾl-küttab C  0,5 Abundance of reliefs around and in central niche, 
plus upper-story mekteb 
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Köprülü Ahmed Tevkiʿ/nişancı  C 14 Classical, with a few reliefs around and in central 
niche 
Hacı Ahmed Gümrük emini C 7 Classical 
Mihrişah  Başkadın C 5 Classical with corner ornaments 
Zeyne ʾl-Abidin  Rumeli kazı-askeri C - Classical, with few reliefs 
Firdevsi ʿEbu. Defter emini C 4,5 Classical 
Hacı Beşir  Darü ʾs-sade ağası D 9 Classical with flower reliefs on trough  
Verdinaz  Haseki kadın D 9 Classical with corner ornaments 
Murabıt Hüsey. Kapudan-ı derya D 8 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche 
İsmaʿil Ağa Topçubaşı D 7 Abundance of reliefs & ornaments around and in 
central niche 
ʿÖmer Ağa Hazinedarbaşı D 6 Classical with pillars on corners  
ʿAli Ağa Başağa - 6 - 
Saʿdullah Efendi Cizye muhasebecisi C/D 5 Classical 
Yeğen Meh. Kapı kethüdası D 5 Classical 
Şeyhzade Meh. Anadolu kazı-askeri D 5 Classical 
ʿAbdullah Ağa Cebecibaşı D 5 Classical 
Vuslat Kadın Haseki kadın D 4 Classical with corner ornaments  
Gül Ahmed Sadr-ı aʿzam kethü. - 4 - 
Maksem - D 3 Classical, with few reliefs 
Yaʿkub Ağa Silahdar-ı şehriyari D 2 Classical 
Kıblelizade Ruznamçe-i evvel D 1 Classical 
Unknown Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethü. D - Classical 
ʿAbdülbaki Ağa Kul kethüdası D - - 
 
 Now that we have established the codes of decorum for the individual fountains within 
the context of the respective state divisions, it would be interesting to discuss the hierarchic 
classification that was manifest across bureaucratic boundaries, and encompassed the network 
of fountain patrons at large. Table 4.8 offers a complete classification of the building 
patronage that is based on the earlier discussed formal analysis. The magnificence of the 
fountain that was constructed under the patronage of Mahmud I immediately strikes the eye as 
the lofty design and ornamental exuberance flagrantly overrided the structures of his favorites. 
Moreover, the monument dominated the Taksim network through the meticulous and all-
inclusive appropriation of the ornamental features which had already been put on display in 
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the fountains under the patronage of members from the urban elite. The incorporation of their 
stylistic repertoire seems to suggest that elements from the royal decorative program were 
deliberately applied in a piecemeal fashion, and gradually unfolded according to the 
increasing rank and status of the various patrons concerned. Thus, lower down the socio-
political ladder, the fountains became less distinguished and individualized, and were 
eventually reduced to the generic typology of the basic model.  
 The presence of four additional meydān çeşmeleri in the water network that were 
financed with the wealth of the queen mother, the grand vizier and his assistant, and the 
janissary commander emphasized the dominance of the top five rulers in the Ottoman capital. 
The specific location of the fountains in the network of water conduits was a second salient 
feature that enforced the message of power and the patron's superior position in society. The 
fountain of Mahmud I in Taksim dominated the point from which all water was distributed 
among the lateral pipe lines, and flowed downhill toward the finishing points alongside the 
coastline of the Golden Horn and the Bosphorus. Saliha Valide Sultan sealed the Galata main 
with her fountain in Azapkapı, while the sultan marked the ultimate destination of the 
Sıraselviler main in Tophane. In a similar vein, Hekimoğlu ʿAli and Yahya Ağa were 
permitted to seal the Kabataş main and the second main of Galata respectively. The fountains 
were erected in the middle of an open square, occassionally on a hill and/or along the 
waterfront in order to exploit their monumental and visual capacities to the fullest.    
 Looking at the way in which the various state divisions as a group are represented in 
the total classification, it is interesting to observe the predominance of the government and 
financial administration of which almost all officials occupied higher posts in the hierarchy. 
The deliberations of individual dignitaries to distinguish themselves are even more 
fascinating, and the application of elements from the royal decorative program demonstrates 
the extent to which the latter fulfilled an intermediary role in the pronunciation of personal 
styles. Üçanbarlı Mehmed wished to exceed the legacy of his predecessor ʿİzzet ʿAli in the 
post of chief finance officer, and outrivaled the more sober and classical fountain of the latter 
through the employment of copious features from the novel decorative program of the court. 
Chief secretary İsmaʿil Efendi succeeded in surpassing the established Köprülü house-style of 
chancellor Köprülü Ahmed through ornamental profusion, and in a similar manner chief 
accountant of poll taxes Hacı Mehmed overshadowed the fountain of his disgraced 
predecessor Saʿdullah Efendi.  
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 The dissemination of poetic epigraphy was another means of adding personal flavor to 
the building patronage, and the recruitment of the most popular poet seems to have been of 
vital importance. The extraordinary amount of appeals which patrons made to Vehbi Hüseyin 
could be a second indicator of the tastemaker role which the court fulfilled in the 
implementation of the project. Vehbi Hüseyin seems to have stood under special commission 
of the imperial harem, and was designated to praise the fountains of the queen mother, the 
chief agha, and the royal concubines. His contribution to the reconstruction of the Great Dam 
under the patronage of Ahmed III, and a number of charitable works financed by Damad 
İbrahim might have informed the decision of Saliha Valide Sultan to commission him 
specifically for the Taksim project. This could suggest that poets were not always invited to 
participate in poetic contests for the celebration of new edifices, and that instead they were 
selected before construction works even started.224 In any case, the queen mother's assignment 
of Vehbi Hüseyin might have stimulated successively ʿİzzet ʿAli, Gürcü İsmaʿil, Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli, and Yahya Ağa to commission the same poet for the elevation of their munificence in 
verse.  
 The stylistic design of the fountains in model C and D were increasingly informed by 
contemporary concepts of social typecasting. But we can observe that within the strict 
confines of the archetype, patrons did push the limits of both poetic epigraphy and decorative 
program in an effort to emphasize their prevalence over peers of equal rank and status. Most 
prominent are the fountains of grand admiral Murabıt Hüseyin and artillery commander 
İsmaʿil Ağa, who were allowed to apply more elements from the royal decorative program to 
highlight the victory over the Safavids. The small number by which members from the 
judiciary are represented is remarkable, and they occupy a position in the bottom half of the 
classification (with the exception of Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed). The fundamental structure of 
the fountains sponsored by the chief judge of Anatolia and the assistant of the grand mufti 
was based on model D. This puts them on the same level with the palace eunuchs, the sultan's 
weapons-bearer, the steward of the (government) gate, the head keeper of the daily account 
book, and the lower ranking military officials at the bottom of the hierarchy. But slight 
extensions of the poetic epigraphy and ornamental details could add to the distinctive design 
of an otherwise generic typology. 
 In conclusion, the implementation of the Taksim water network exhibits a number of 
varying but simultaneous political processes. The first is dynastic legitimization and political 
224 Hamadeh, 'Splash and Spectacle', 134. 
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consolidation which is underscored by the very initiative and main sponsorship of the water 
network: the queen mother. She invited members from the imperial household, most 
prominently the royal concubines and courtiers, together with a selected number of favorites 
to contribute and invest in the Taksim project. The absolute authority of the dynasty, which 
Mahmud I himself personified, was expressed and consolidated in the Tophane fountain that 
was deliberately constructed in isolation from the Taksim project. His contribution served 
public notice that the network of fountain patrons represented his own network of imperial 
clients, and not the recently brokered trust network of grand vizier Hekimoğlu ʿAli. The 
second process is bureaucratic specialization. The hierarchy that was embedded in the 
fountain network reaffirmed the formation of a career line and fixed order of office-holding in 
the state apparatus, and the financial administration in particular, which had been developing 
since the end of the seventeenth century.225 The survival of some old top bureaucrats, who 
had been in the employ of Damad İbrahim, and were reassigned through the favoritism of 
Mahmud I, could be indicative of the fact that the court made a deliberate choice to call upon 
the skills of for instance ʿİzzet ʿAli, Üçanbarlı Mehmed, Firdevsi ʿEbubekir, and Kıblelizade 
Mehmed. They must have been indispensible to the management of the financial 
administration, and the construction of a separate Defterdar Kapısı in 1743 that would house 
the finance bureau and was disconnected from the grand vizieral palace seems to confirm this 
development.226 However, favoritism, the third and final process, enabled influential and 
well-connected grandees to aspire to a higher social status that lay beyond the confines of 
appropriateness which were attached to their office. The fountains of for instance Yahya Ağa, 
Üçanbarlı Mehmed, İsmaʿil Efendi, and Hacı Mehmed demonstrate that patrons decided to 
conspicuously associate themselves with the decorative program of the imperial household in 
an effort to gouge the eyes of their peers. Nonetheless, the imprisonment of Saʿdullah Efendi 
clarifies that the royal favor was extremely whimsical, and strictly bridled all expressions of 
personal glory and conspicuous consumption.  
 Thus, social network analysis in relation to the implementation of water networks 
highlights an in scholarship too often neglected political instrument through which sultans 
225 Joel Shinder emphasizes that career line formation should not be confused with professionalization, since 
according to him social mechanisms such as favoritism and client-patron relationships prevented the 
development of a "modern" state apparatus. For this reason, I have chosen to signify the influence of the Taksim 
project on the process of Ottoman career line formation "specialization". For Shinder's analysis of the mentioned 
bureaucratic developments, read: Shinder, 'Career Line Formation in the Ottoman Bureaucracy'. 
226 The finance bureau thus moved from the Yerebatan Palace, situated to the south of present-day Şengül 
Hamamı, to Catalçeşme in the vicinity of the Hippodrome. The office was inaugurated on 4 December 1743: 
Artan, 'The making of the Sublime Porte', 176-177; Sakaoğlu, 'Mahmud I', 251-252. 
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were able to enforce centralization: architectural patronage. The Taksim project underscored 
the dynastic legitimacy and absolute authority of Mahmud I, and his central position in the 
social network ruling the Ottoman Empire from İstanbul. However, my analysis has also 
demonstrated the extent to which the sultan was compelled to entrust part of his power to the 
queen mother and grand vizier who occupied a position a equal centrality in the network. The 
negotiated character of the power base which the sultan, his mother, and the grand vizier 
inhabited, is exemplified in the allocation of favors among a selected number of grandees who 
were invited to invest and participate in the project. But a comparison of the poetic epigraphy, 
architecture, decorative programs, and the location of the various fountains reveals that the 
strict observance of codes of decorum prevented all participants from aspiring to a higher 
status beyond one's rank. The religiously motivated mindset of eighteenth-century Ottoman 
society was reflected in all aspects of material culture, and helped in affirming the complex 
constellation of power among the ruling elite and toward society at large.  
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The implementation of the Taksim water system between 1730-33 posed an interesting case 
study to examine the historiographical, art-historical, and socio-political history of the early 
eighteenth century. The main question of my research was: to what extent does the 
construction of the Taksim water network (1730-33) exemplify the renegotiation of authority 
between court and society? The abovementioned perspectives were explored separately in the 
three consecutive chapters of my thesis, and together they will allow me to formulate an 
answer to the research question.  
 The first chapter questioned the political context surrounding the implementation of 
the Taksim water system. The aim was to find out whether the project was employed for the 
consolidation strategies of Mahmud I, and operated as an instrument for dynastic 
legitimization. Whereas the first building phase was initiated during the reign of Ahmed III in 
May 1730, the turmoil and instability that succeeded the Patrona Revolt in September stalled 
the construction activities until April 1732. The continuation of the project was executed by 
deputy grand vizier ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa, and financed by the queen mother, Saliha Valide Sultan, 
who selected the most influential and loyal state officials for participation in the project. Next 
to that, she invited the concubines of Mahmud I together with Mihrişah Kadın, the concubine 
of Ahmed III who had given birth to three princes, to enhance the dynastic character. 
Meanwhile, the third phase of the project started with the arrival of the new grand vizier 
Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa in İstanbul in May 1732. He appropriated the project through the 
promotion of several participants and the incorporation of new grandees. Furthermore, the 
grand vizier organized a war ceremony next to the water distributor in present-day Taksim for 
the glorification of his short-lived victory over Safavid Tabriz. Nonetheless, the imperial 
household managed to reaffirm its superiority during the inauguration ceremony of September 
1732. Finally, in January 1733, Mahmud I decided to emphasize his eminent role in the 
realization of the water network, and decreed the construction of the largest and most 
pronounced meydān çeşmesi in Tophane. The collective investment of the ruling elite in water 
infrastructure expressed the consolidation of the sultan's trust network, and his personal 
involvement sealed his dominant role. The spoils of war taken from the Safavids were 
symbolically distributed by means of sweet water, and distanced Mahmud I from his 
predecessor Ahmed III, who was too anxious to embark upon a war in the east. The 
reconstruction of the building process has led to the conclusion that, while the initial goal lay 
Conclusion 
 
with the consolidation of Mahmud I's power base, the cooperative character of the project 
allowed for participating dignitaries, such as Hekimoğlu ʿAli, to equally consolidate their 
position. Still, the royal patronage of the project managed to unite the ruling elite around a 
project that promoted dynastic legitimacy. 
 The second chapter provided a detailed description of the architectural and decorative 
elements of the fountains, and examined the construction chronology of the Taksim fountains. 
The architecture revealed that the building phases of the project were each dominated by one 
individual. Whereas the meydān çeşmesi of Saliha Valide Sultan overshadowed the fountains 
that were constructed between April and June 1732, the meydān çeşmeleri of Hekimoğlu ʿAli 
and his assistant Yahya Ağa outshined the fountains that were completed sometime between 
May and September 1732. Still, the Tophane fountain of Mahmud I blatantly marked the 
completion and crowned the implementation of the water system. The ornamentation of the 
fountains display elements from three distinct decorative vocabularies and were applied 
interchangeably. Most fountains included features from the classical idiom in the decorative 
program, such as deputy grand vizier ʿİzzet ʿAli, janissary commander Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa, 
and chancellor Köprülü Ahmed Paşa. The fountains of Saliha Valide Sultan, chief finance 
officer Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi, chief secretary İsmaʿil Efendi, grand admiral Hacı Murabıt 
Hüseyin Paşa, artillery commander İsmaʿil Ağa, and chief of capitation taxes Hacı Mehmed 
Efendi are characterized by the eclecticism that was developing under Ahmed III. The 
fountains of Mahmud I and Hekimoğlu ʿAli are the only structures to have enriched the 
eclecticism of their respective decorative programs with elements from the Baroque and 
Rococo. The survey of the fountain architecture and ornamentation supported the findings 
from the previous chapter, and led to the conclusion that the various building phases 
corresponded with the consecutive processes of consolidation. 
 The third chapter looked into the collective biography of the sultan's social network, 
and the extent to which the fountains communicated the social status and prestige of its 
sponsors. The social network consisted of the household of Mahmud I, his most eminent 
courtiers, the highest officials from the various state divisions, and the lesser notables who 
were commissioned to compose the poetic epigraphy. Participation in the Taksim project 
confirmed the honor of the imperial clients, and gave them an opportunity to gain public 
acclaim through architectural patronage. The fountains exhibited a creative interplay between 
the architecture, decoration, and poetry epigraphy that was imbued with artistic and literary 
references to Islam. The water network was presented as a product of religiously inspired 
charity that bestowed divine blessings upon society, and elevated all contributors to the status 
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of devout intermediaries between Paradise and the life on earth. Thus, Islamic concepts were 
consciously employed to communicate individual authority. Most of all, the overall 
composition and design of the fountain network served to underscore the centrality and 
superiority of Mahmud I. Codes of decorum prevented the grandees from indulging higher 
status, and the visible hierarchy in the location, architecture, ornamentation, and poetic 
epigraphy ascertained that every desire for individual glory was brought into the fold of 
dynastic authority. The close observance of these codes went hand in hand with a process of 
specialization in the state bureaucracy that clearly demarcated a fixed and mounting order of 
office-holding. The reinstatement of several state officials who had been in the employ of 
Damad İbrahim Paşa, and were exiled after the Patrona Revolt, is illustrative in this regard. 
The third chapter clarified that the fountain architecture, ornamentation, and poetic epigraphy 
conformed to the socio-political hierarchy which the royal family wished to persevere. They 
gave expression to the Islamic concepts that justified the sultan's legitimacy, and 
simultaneously guarded the status quo among the ruling elite.  
 Answering my research question, the construction of the Taksim water network under 
the patronage of the queen mother demonstrated, in the first place, the instrumental role of 
architectural patronage in the consolidation strategies of the court. The sultan and queen 
mother reunited the top echelon of Ottoman society that supported the dynastic authority and 
prerogatives which the sultan held. The plan was to build a network of fountains that 
promoted the public image of both members from the imperial household, as well as the 
affiliated grandees. Second, the implementation of the Taksim project did also exemplify the 
attempts of elite grandees to renegotiate their position in the state apparatus after the 
enthronement of Mahmud I. Participation in the project was a means of consolidating the 
bond of mutual obligation maintained with the sultan. While the sultan selected the most loyal 
and competent candidates among the elite to bear part of the state responsibility, in return the 
grandees were acknowledged the prestige that was attached to their office. As such, the 
network of fountains proper reflected a social contract between the sultan and his favorites. 
Third, the phased implementation of the project testified to the political bargaining among the 
ruling elite for the recognition of social status, and materialized in a dispute over propriety 
and the limits of decorum. The fountain architecture and decoration read as written 
testimonies to the aspirations and God-given success of the patrons, whereas the poetic 
epigraphy legitimized their social status on the basis of Islamic concepts. Nonetheless, 
expressions of allegiance to the sultan permeated the poetry, and demonstrate that the court 
sought to persevere the hierarchy among the ruling elite by means of the water system. The 
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construction of the Tophane fountain symbolically sealed the social contract between 
Mahmud I and his favorites.    
 The historiographical, art-historical, and social network dimensions surrounding the 
implementation of the Taksim water network illustrate the shortcomings of the argument 
which Shirine Hamadeh has eloquently put forward in her seminal piece "The City's 
Pleasures" with regards to the manifestation of water architecture during the eighteenth 
century. Although her concept of "décloisonnement" accurately captures the contemporary 
developments in the fields of art and material culture, the greater receptiveness of the court 
for the cultural traditions and practices that were manifest across society and abroad did not 
automatically implicate the blurring of socio-cultural boundaries and hierarchies. More so, the 
patronage of fountain architecture at the hands of lesser state officials cannot be equaled to 
drastic socio-political transformations challenging the legitimacy of the Ottoman dynasty. 
Finally, the narrative of "splash and spectacle" does not constitute an all to adequate 
formulation of contemporary Muslim thought and world view, and seems to pose a false and 
historically incorrect attempt of tracing secularization trends in eighteenth-century history. 
The theoretical concepts from social network analysis regenerate the concept of 
centralization, and offer an alternative explanation to processes of state formation that develop 
outside legal and institutional frameworks. Mahmud I, Saliha Valide Sultan, and Hekimoğlu 
ʿAli constituted the core of a social network that originated in the court, and expanded across 
all corners of the negotiated Ottoman Empire. The Taksim water project is exemplary for the 
process through which wealth, power, and prestige were renegotiated and regulated, and 
reflected the social network that lay at the foundation of the sultan's legitimacy as the ruler of 
the Islamic Ottoman Empire.  
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Fig. A.1 Water infrastructure of Galata and Tophane prior to implementation of Taksim water network 
1. Pir Mehmed Paşa çeşmesi, 979 AH (1571/72) 
2. Genç ʿOsman Efendi çeşmesi, 1031 AH (1621/22) 
3. Siyavuş Paşa çeşmesi, 1042 AH (1632/33) 
4. Şekerpare Kadın çeşmesi, prior to 1058 AH (1648/49)  
5. Bıyıklı Mustafa Paşa çeşmesi & sebili, 1046 AH (1636/37) 
6. Hasan Ağa (Yazıcı) çeşmesi, 1059 AH (1649/50) 
7. Hasan Ağa çeşmesi, 1059 AH (1649/50) 
8. Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan çeşmesi, 1109 AH (1697/98) 
9. Sürmeli ʿAli Paşa çeşmesi, 1106 AH (1694/95) 
10. Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan (Cüdidil) çeşmesi, 1111 AH 
(1699/70) 
11. Gülnüş Emetullah Valide Sultan çeşmesi, 1118 AH 
(1706/07) 
12. III. Ahmed (meydān) çeşmesi, 1143 AH (1730)  
(north of chart: 16th-century Çatma mescidi and 17th-century 
Kapudan mescidi) 
a. Galata ʿArab Camii 
b. Sokullu Mehmed Paşa Camii   
c. Kılıç ʿAli Paşa Camii 
d. Galata Mevlevihane, mescid 
e. Karabaş tekke, mescid 
f. Eski Yağkapanı mescidi/Makbul İbrahim Paşa Camii 
g. Bereketzade mescidi 
h. Yazıcı/Müeyyedzade Camii 
i. Hendek/Hoca ʿAli mescidi 
k. Defterdar Camii   
l. Kemankeş Mustafa Paşa Camii 
m. Yağkapanı/Kara Mustafa Paşa Camii  
n. Bozacı Sokağı/ʿAli Hoca mescidi 
p. Galata Yeni Valide Camii 
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Fig A.2 Water infrastructure of Cihangir-Fındıklı and Kabataş prior to implementation of Taksim water network 
1. Ahmed Paşa çeşmesi, 983 AH (1575/76) 
2. Esad Mehmed Efendi çeşmesi, 1022 AH (1613/14), and 
    Sadettin Efendi çeşmesi, 1039 AH (1629/30) 
3. Bıyıklı Mustafa Paşa çeşmesi, 1049 AH (1639/40) 
4. Bıyıklı Mustafa Paşa çeşmesi, 1048 AH (1638/39)  
5. Mahmud Efendi çeşmesi, 1099 AH (1687/88) 
6. III. Ahmed çeşmesi, 1126 AH (1714/15) 
7. Hacı Mustafa Efendi çeşmesi, 1133 AH (1720/21) 
8. Fındıklılı Mehmed Ağa çeşmesi, 1138 AH (1725/26) 
9. Kadı Halil Ağa (Kumbasar) çeşmesi, 1143 AH (1730/31) 
 
a. Cihangir Camii 
b. Fındıklı, Molla Çelebi Camii   
c. Çukurcuma Camii 
d. Keşfi Cafer Efendi tekkesi, mescid 
e. Firuz Ağa mescidi 
f. Çizmeciler mescidi 
g. Ketencizade ʿÖmer Paşa mescidi & Sakabaşı mescidi 
h. Akarca mescidi/İlyas Çelebi Kadiri zaviyesi 
i. Alçak Dam mescidi 
k. Hacı Receb mescidi 
l. ʿÖmer Avni Kabataş Camii  
m. Kadirihane, mescid  
n. Kuloğlu mescidi 
p. Bağ Odaları mescidi 
r. Kazğancı ʿAli Ağa mescidi 
s. Gülşeniyye Tatar Efendi tekkesi, mescid 
t. Sormagir Camii  
 
u. Palace school for pages (Galatasaray) 
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Fig A.3 Water infrastructure of Kasımpaşa prior to implementation of Taksim water network 
1. III. Murad çeşmesi, 994 AH (1586/87) 
2. Güzelce ʿAli Paşa (Haşimi Emir) çeşmesi, 1029 AH (1619/20) 
3. Kapudan ʿAbdi Gedik Paşa çeşmesi, 1032 AH (1622/23) 
4. Uzun Piyale Paşa çeşmesi, 1048 AH (1638/39)  
5. Uzun Piyale Paşa çeşmesi, no date 
6. Emir Efendi (Kulaksız) çeşmesi, no date 
7. Hacı Nezir Ağa, 1114 AH (1702/03) 
8. Kadri Çavuş (Küçük Piyale) çeşmesi, 1115 AH (1703/04) 
9. Hacı Ahmed Ağa meydān çeşmesi, 1140 AH (1727/28) 
10. Hacı Ahmed Ağa çeşmesi, 1142 AH (1729/30) 
 
 
 
(south of chart: 16th-century Bedreddin mescidi) 
a. Güzelce Kasım Paşa/Camii Kebir 
b. Haşimi dergahı/Saçlı Emir Efendi Camii 
c. Yahya Kethüda Camii 
d. Emin Bey Camii/Hasan Çelebi mescidi 
e. Yeldeğirmeni/Abdülkerim Efendi mescidi 
f. İbadullah mescidi/Seyyid ʿAli Reis Camii 
g. Karanlık/Hacı Ferhad mescidi 
h. Süruri mescidi 
i. Kamer Hatun mescidi 
k. Yeni Çeşme/Kadı Mehmed Efendi mescidi 
l. Kurd Çelebi/Acı çeşme mescidi  
m. Kasımpaşa Mevlevihane, mescid  
n. Hüsameddin Uşşaki tekkesi, mescid 
p. Eyyühüm Ahmed Efendi mescidi 
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Fig. B.1 Completion of water infrastructure between April - June 1732 (Şevval - Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH) 
1. Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
2. ʿİzzet ʿAli PAşa 
3. ʿAbdullah Ağa 
4. ʿÖmer Ağa 
5. İsmaʿil Ağa 
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Fig. B.2 Completion of water infrastructure in June/July 1732 (Muharrem 1145 AH) 
6. Saliha Valide  11. Hacı Ahmed 16. Vuslat Kadın 21. Hacı Beşir Ağa 
7. Mihirişah Kadın 12. Gül Ahmed Ağa 17. ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 22. Saʿdullah Efendi 
8. Verdinaz Kadın 13. Gürcü İsmaʿil Paşa 18. Murabıt Hüseyin  23. Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed 
9. İsmaʿil Efendi 14. Şeyhzade Mehmed 19. Yaʿkub Ağa 
10. ʿAli Ağa  15. Şeyhü ʾl-islam keth. 20. Köprülü Ahmed 
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Fig. B.3 Completion of water infrastructure after July 1732 (Safer 1145 AH) 
24. Üçanbarlı Mehmed  29. Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa 
25. Firdevsi ʿEbubelir  30. Yahya Ağa 
26. Kıblelizade Mehmed 31. Mahmud I (Taksim) 
27. Hacı Mehmed Efendi 32. Mahmud I (Tophane) 
28. Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
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Fig. B.4 Expansion of water infrastructure during reign of Mahmud I 
1. Ahmed Efendi çeşmesi, 1146 AH (1733/34)    a. Çorlulu ʿAli Paşa Camii 
2. Feyzullah Efendi (Halil Ağa) çeşmesi, 1149 AH (1736/37) b. Çakır Dede/Karabali tekkesi 
3. Süleyman Paşa (Seferikoz) çeşmesi, 1164 AH (1750/51) c. Galata ʿArab Camii 
4. Moralı (Lala) Beşir Ağa çeşmesi, 1153 AH (1740/41)  d. Kurşunlu Mahzen Camii 
5. Mehmed Emin Ağa sebili & çeşmesi, 1154 AH (1741/42) 
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Galata: network of fountains with (patron's) name and building date  
1. Pirinççi İbrahim Efendi çeşmesi, 1185 AH (1771/72) 
2. Topçubaşı Mehmed Ağa çeşmesi, 1188 AH (1774/75) - not 
present anymore, recorded by Tanışık  
3. Kethüda Yusuf Ağa çeşmesi, 1191 AH (1777/78) 
4. Bilal Ağa çeşmesi, 1211 AH (1796/97) 
5. ʿAbdülmümin Ağa çeşmesi, 1211 AH (1796/97) 
6. Nusretiye Camii sebilleri, 1242 AH (1826/27) 
7. II. Mahmud çeşmesi, unknown 
8. Çinili Hamam sebili, renovated in 1263 AH (1847/48)  
9. Galata Mevlevihane sebili, unknown  
10. Tomtom çeşmesi, unknown 
11. Bostaniçi Camii çeşmesi, unknown 
12. II. ʿAbdülhamid çeşmesi (Aronco), 1319 AH (1901/02) - orig. 
located next to Nusretiye Camii; dismantled and relocated in 
Maçka 
 
13. Laleli çeşmesi (Aronco), unknown 
14. Yemenici çeşmesi, unknown 
15. II. ʿAbdülhamid (Müeyyedzade) çeşmesi, unknown - not 
present anymore, recorded by Tanışık; old photographs 
show the fountain opposite the Müeyyedzade Camii  
16. Bereketzade Camii çeşmesi, unknown (Baroque style) 
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Beyoğlu: network of fountains with (patron's) name and building date  
1. Zevkî Kadın çeşmesi, 1169 AH (1755/56) 
2. Hümaşah Kadın sebili, 1193 AH (1779/80) - orig. located in 
outer garden of Dolmabahçe palace; dismantled and relocated 
next to Bezmialem Valide Camii  
3. Hacı Mehmed Ağa çeşmesi, 1196 AH (1781/82) - not present 
anymore, recorded by Tanışık 
4. İdris Ağa çeşmesi, 1200 AH (1785/86) - not present anymore, 
recorded by Tanışık 
5. Koca Yusuf Paşa sebili, 1201 AH (1786/87) - orig. located in 
courtyard of Fındıklı Camii; dismantled and relocated opposite 
Kabataş landing 
6. Silahdar Yahya Efendi, 1203 AH (1788/89) - orig. located 
halfway the Kabataş land wall, along a staircase; dismantled and 
relocated   
7. Nazperver Usta çeşmesi, 1211 AH (1796/97) - hidden into the 
abutment of a parking lot 
8. Fatma Sultan çeşmesi, 1212 AH (1797/98) 
9. Dildade Usta çeşmesi, 1219 AH (1804/05) - Tanışık 
records that a fire destroyed the fountain as well the house 
that was constructed on top of it in 1943, but it seems to 
have been restored recently  
10. Paşa Baba çeşmesi, 1227 AH (1812/13) 
11. Beytülmalcı sokağı çeşmesi, 1269 AH (1852/53) 
12. Hüseyin Ağa Camii çeşmesi, 1263 AH (1846/47) 
13. ʿAbdülaziz çeşmesi, 1278 AH (1861/62) - orig. located 
next to Gümüşhane hospital; relocated to Edirnekapı 
14. ʿAbdülaziz (Eski Salıpazarı) çeşmesi, 1290 AH (1873/74) 
- not present anymore, recorded by Tanışık & Yüngül 
15. II. ʿAbdülhamid çeşmesi, 1318 AH (1900/01) 
16. II. ʿAbdülhamid çeşmesi, unknown 
17. İlyas Çelebi Camii çeşmesi, unknown 
18. Ayaspaşa çeşmesi, unknown - recorded by Yüngül 
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Kasımpaşa: network of fountains with (patron's) name and building date  
1. III. Mustafa çeşmesi, 1173 AH (1759/60) - not present 
anymore, recorded by Tanışık 
2. Piyale Büyük Hasan Paşa çeşmesi, 1190 AH (1776/77)  
3. Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa çeşmesi, 1191 AH (1777/78) - 
(temporarily?) not present 
4. Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa çeşmesi, 1195 AH (1780/81) 
5. Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa (Kepekçiler) çeşmesi, unknown 
6. Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa çeşmesi, unknown 
7. Cezayirli Gazi Hasan Paşa çeşmesi, 1200 AH (1786/87) 
8. Küçük Hüseyin Paşa çeşmesi, 1213 AH (1798/99) 
9. Fesahat Usta çeşmesi, 1222 AH (1807/08) 
10. Turabiba çeşmesi, 1308 AH (1890/91) 
11. ʿAbdi Gedik Paşa sebili, 1310 AH (1892/93) - date of 
renovation by a certain ʿOsman Bey 
12.  II. ʿAbdülhamid çeşmesi, unknown  
 
13. II. ʿAbdülhamid çeşmesi, unknown - (temporarily?) not 
present 
14. unknown çeşme 
15. Mehmed Bey çeşmesi, unknown 
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Tatavla/Kurtuluş: network of fountains with (patron's) name and building date  
1. Hacı Ahmed çeşmesi, 955 AH (1548/49) - not present 
anymore, recorded by Tanışık 
2. Çorlulu ʿAli Paşa (Halil Hamid Paşa) çeşmesi, 1115 AH 
(1703/04) 
3. Mihrişah Valide Sultan meydan çeşmesi, 1214 AH (1799/80) 
4. Salih Ağa çeşmesi, 1229 AH (1813/14) 
5. II. Mahmud çeşmesi, 1230 AH (1815/1816) 
6. II. Mahmud (Karnavola) çeşmesi, 1246 AH (1830/31) 
7. Rıza Bey çeşmesi, 1249 AH (1833/34)  
8. II. Mahmud çeşmesi, 1253 AH (1837/38) 
9. Hoşyar Kadın çeşmesi, 1256 AH (1840/41) 
10. Bezmialem Valide Sultan çeşmesi, 1257 AH (1841/42) 
11. I. ʿAbdülmecid (Taksim, Macar) çeşmesi, 1259 AH (1843/44) 
12. I. ʿAbdülmecid (Valide) çeşmesi, 1259 AH (1843/44) 
 
13. unknown çeşme - recorded in map of Pervititch, but 
not in literature; the structure is a ruin, and bears a 
triangular emblem with "Su 46394" 
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Çeçen (1992) Yeğen Mehmed fountain Tanışık (1945) ʿAbdullah Ağa fountain 
 
 
Tanışık (1945) ʿÖmer Ağa fountain Çeçen (1992) ʿÖmer Ağa fountain 
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Tanışık (1945) İsmaʿil Ağa fountain Yüngül (1975) İsmaʿil Ağa fountain 
  
Theunissen (2010) ʿİsmaʿil Ağa fountain Wielemaker (2013) ʿİsmaʿil Ağa fountain 
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Eugène Flandin (1856) "Fontaine de Galata" Anonymous (1890s) "Fontaine d'asab-kapou 
  
Anonymous (1930s) courtesy of Çeçen Yüngül (1957) fountain after municipal restoration 
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Tanışık (1945) Mihrişah Kadın fountain Çeçen (1992) Mihrişah Kadın fountain 
 
 
Çeçen (1992) Verdinaz Kadın fountain Özdeniz (1995) sketch of çeşme with upper-story 
mekteb 
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Özdeniz (1995) İsmaʿil Efendi fountain Wielemaker (2013) İsmaʿil Efendi fountain 
  
Tanışık (1945) ʿAli Ağa fountain, calligraphic panel  Tanışık (1945) Hacı Ahmed Ağa fountain 
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Tanışık (1945) Şeyhzade Mehmed fountain Çeçen (1992) Şeyhzade Mehmed fountain 
  
Su Vakfı (2007) Şeyhü ʾl-islam kethüdası fountain Tanışık (1945) Vuslat Kadın fountain 
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Çeçen (1992) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa fountain Özdeniz (1995) Murabıt Hüseyin fountain 
  
Cangül (2009) Murabıt Hüseyin fountain  Tanışık (1945) Yaʿkub Ağa fountain 
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Ertuğ (2006) Yaʿkub Ağa fountain Tanışık (1945) Köprülü Ahmed fountain 
  
Çeçen (1992) Köprülü Ahmed fountain Wielemaker (2013) Köprülü Ahmed fountain 
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Tanışık (1945) Hacı Beşir Ağa fountain Çeçen (1992) Hacı Beşir Ağa fountain 
  
Çeçen (1992) Zeyne ʾl-Abidin Mehmed fountain  Courtesy of Cangül, Üçanbarlı Mehmed fountain, 
early twentieth century  
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Yüngül (1957) Üçanbarlı Mehmed fountain Çeçen (1992) Köprülü Ahmed fountain 
  
Çeçen (1992) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir fountain Ertuğ (2006) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir fountain 
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Tanışık (1945) Kıblelizade Mehmed fountain Çeçen (1992) Kıblelizade Mehmed fountain 
  
Özdeniz (1995) Kıblelizade Mehmed fountain Tanışık (1945) Hacı Mehmed fountain  
 
  
319 
 
APPENDIX D. CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY OF THE TAKSIM FOUNTAINS - VISUAL SOURCES 
 
  
Eski İstanbul Fotoğrafları (Facebook) Hacı Mehmed 
fountain during 1960s 
Tanışık (1945) Canibi ʿAli Efendi fountain 
 
 
Abdullah Frères (1893) "Fontaine de Caba-Tache" Yüngül (1957) Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa fountain  
 
  
320 
 
APPENDIX D. CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY OF THE TAKSIM FOUNTAINS - VISUAL SOURCES 
 
 
 
Özdeniz (1995) Yahya Ağa fountain Wielemaker (2013) Yahya Ağa fountain 
  
Eski İstanbul Fotoğrafları (Facebook) postcard 
"Constantinople. Fontaine de Taxim à Péra", dated 
13 April 1903  
Tanışık (1945) water distribution building, fountain 
of Mahmud I  
 
  
321 
 
APPENDIX D. CONSTRUCTION CHRONOLOGY OF THE TAKSIM FOUNTAINS - VISUAL SOURCES 
 
  
Wielemaker (2013) water distribution building, 
fountain of Mahmud I 
Sébah & Joaillier (1854) "Fontaine à Top-hanè" 
  
 William Henry Bartlett (1838) "Fountain and Market 
at Tophanè" 
Thomas Allom (1841) "Markt und Brunnen zu 
Topchane"   
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Bāb-ı Hümāyūn   Court      
Dārü ʾs-saʿde ağası  Chief black eunuch in charge of the sultan's harem and de facto 
    the entire palace   
Ḫazinedārbaşı  Head treasurer in charge of the sultan's Inner Treasury in the 
    imperial palace  
Başağa   Chief agha, assistant of the chief black eunuch in overseeing the 
    apartments of the harem in the imperial palace  
Vālide ketḫüdāsı  Steward of the queen mother who was primarily responsible for 
    her financial affairs  
Ḥaremeyn muḥāsebecisi Chief accountant of the imperial vaḳfs of the two Holy Cities 
Silāḥdār-ı şehriyārī  Weapons-bearer of the sultan, the highest ranking page of  
    the inner palace who was in charge of the privy chamber, and 
    commanded the royal axe-men (baltacı) regiments of the palace 
Mīraḫur-ı evvel  Head master of the imperial stable and chief equerry  
Mīr-i ʿalem   Commander of the standard charged with the care of the horse-
    tail standard and pennants carried before the sultan 
Ḳapıcılar ketḫüdāsı  Steward of the gatekeepers charged with the carrying of  
    messages between the sultan and the grand vizier  
Baş ḳapıcıbaşı  Head of the corps of gatekeepers placed at the main gates of the 
    imperial palace  
Bostāncıbaşı   Head of the corps of royal gardeners who operated as imperial 
    guards of the various palaces 
Mīraḫur-ı sānī  Second master of the imperial stable and chief equerry 
  
Paşa ḳapısı   Government 
Ṣadr-ı aʿżām   Grand vizier 
Ḳaymaḳam   Deputy grand vizier, who remained in the capital when the latter 
    was away on military campaign. He  enjoyed almost all of the 
    authority of the grand vizier, but did not direct the government 
    and managed a separate, temporary office instead 
Ṣadr-ı aʿżām ketḫüdāsı Assistant of the grand vizier, who was primarily responsible for 
    the interior affairs of the empire    
Nişāncı/tevḳīʿī  Chancellor, director of the chancery (defterḫāne) and  
    responsible for inscribing the sultan's monogram (tuğra) on 
    official documents  
Reʾisü ʾl-küttāb  Chief secretary of the imperial council (divān) and director of 
    the government clerks    
Defter emīni   Commissioner of the register, who under authority of the  
    chancellor was in charge of the chancery, where the records of 
    cadastral land surveys were kept that were used for tax purposes  
Tezkireci   Memorandum officer 
Ṣadr-ı aʿżām mektūbcusu Personal secretary of the grand vizier, who prepared summaries 
    of all (provincial) correspondence to the grand vizier  
323 
 
APPENDIX E: PERMUTATIONS IN THE OTTOMAN STATE APPARATUS, 1730-33  
 
 
Çavuşbaşı   Sergeant at arms, who was in charge of the corps of heralds and 
    acted as deputy to the grand vizier, particularly with respect to 
    the administration of justice  
 
Bāb-ı Defter   Finance bureau    
Defterdār-ı şıḳḳ-ı evvel Chief finance officer of the empire 
Cizye muḥāsebecisi  Chief accountant of poll taxes, who directed the bureau that was 
    responsible for the preparation and collection of poll taxes on 
    non-Muslims  
Tersāne emīni   Overseer of the naval arsenal, who was charged with the  
    management of the naval dockyard in Kasımpaşa 
Rūznāmçe-i evvel  Head keeper of the daily account book, who was in charge of all
    financial transactions 
Başmuḥāsebeci  Chief accountant, who was responsible for overseeing all  
    revenues and expenditures 
Rūznāmçe-i sānī  Second keeper of the daily account book, who was   
    responsible for the salaries of lower palace officials  
    and scribes 
Gümrük emīni   Commissioner of İstanbul's customs  
Süvārī muḳābelecisi   Chief salary official for the cavalry  
Mevḳūfātcı   Chief clerk of retained revenues 
Başbāḳīḳulu    Inspector of the finance bureau 
Yeniçeri kātibi  Chief scribe of the janissary corps 
Żarbḫāne emīni  Commissioner in charge of the imperial mint 
Şehremīni   City prefect, who was charged with the administration of royal 
    construction works in the capital  
Piyāde muḳābelecisi  Chief salary official for the infantry 
Arpa emīni   Barley commissioner, who was charged with maintaining the 
    supply of fodder to the imperial stables, and controlling the 
    officials who purchased grain in the provinces for consumption 
    in the capital   
Maṭbaḫ emīni   Commissioner of the palace kitchens 
 
ʿİlmiyye   Judiciary 
Şeyḫü ʾl-islām   Grand mufti or chief jurisconsult of the Ottoman Empire who 
    controlled the entire ʿilmiyye hierarchy 
Ḳāżıʿasker-i Rumeli  Chief military judge, who was in charge of all pedagogical and 
    judicial appointments in Rumelia 
Ḳāżıʿasker -i Anadolu Chief military judge, who was in charge of all pedagogical and 
    judicial appointments in Anatolia 
İstanbul ḳāżısı   Chief judge of İstanbul 
Naḳībü ʾl-eşrāf  Marshal of the descendants of the Prophet 
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ʿAskeriyye    Military command 
Ḳapūdān-ı deryā  Grand admiral of the Ottoman navy 
Yeniçeri ağası   Commanding officer of the janissary corps 
Ṭopçubaşı   Commanding officer of the corps of artillerymen  
Cebecibaşı   Commanding officer of the corps of armorers 
Ḳul ketḫüdāsı   First lieutenant of the janissary corps  
Sāḳsoncubaşı   Commander of the keepers of the hounds for the bear hunt that 
    were originally imported from Saxony 
Cebeciler ketḫüdāsı  Lieutenant of the corps of armorers 
Ṭopçular ketḫüdāsı  Lieutenant of the corps of artillerymen 
Sipāhi ağası   Commander of the cavalry corps 
Sekbānbaşı   Commander of the keepers of the hounds for the royal hunt  
Silāḥdār ağası  Commander of the oldest cavalry corps  
Ṭopḫāne nāẓırı  Superintendant of the imperial arsenal 
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Table I: Ahmed III Damad İbrahim Paşa, July 1730 (Zi ʾl-hicce 1142 AH) 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı ʿÖmer Ağa 
Başağası ? 
Valide kethüdası - 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi ʿAli Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari ʿEbubekir Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Çavuşbaşı İbrahim Paşazade Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem ? 
Kapıcılar kethüdası Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Baş kapıcıbaşı Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
Bostancıbaşı Karakulak ʿOsman Ağa 
Mirahur-ı sani Damad Sinek Mustafa Paşa 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam Kaymak Mustafa Paşa  
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Vezir Mehmed Paşa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir ʿAli Paşa 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi 
Defter emini Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel ? 
Tezkireci-i sani ? 
Çavuşbaşı Vezir Mustafa Paşa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey 
Cizye muhasebecisi Mehmed Beyefendi 
Tersane emini Hacı Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Kıblelizade Mehmed Beyefendi 
Başmuhasebeci İlçi Paşazade ʿAbdullah Beyefendi 
Gümrük emini ? 
Ruznamçe-i sani Hüseyin Paşazade Mehmed Beyefendi 
Süvari mukabelecisi  Bosnevi Mehmed Efendi 
Mevkufatcı Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Başbakikulu Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Süleyman Efendi 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
Şehremini Mollacık Mehmed Ağa 
Piyade mukabelecisi Şehri Mehmed Efendi 
Arpa emini Süleyman Efendi  
Matbah emini Halil Efendi  
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Darbhane nazırı Küçük İmam Mehmed Efendi 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Yenişehirli ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Kazıasker-i Rumeli İmam-ı Sultani Salih Efendi/Başmakcızade Seyyid ʿAbdullah 
Efendi 
Kazıasker-i Anadolu İsmaʿil Efendizade İshak Efendi/Mirza Efendizade Mehmed 
Salim Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Raşid Mehmed Efendi 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Emir Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir Mustafa Paşa 
Yeniçeri ağası Hasan Ağa 
Topçubaşı Ahmed Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdullah Ağa 
Kul kethüdası Ahmed Ağa 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ? 
Cebeciler kethüdası ʿAbdülkadir Ağa 
Topçular kethüdası Mehmed Ağa 
Sipahi ağası Derviş Mehmed Ağa 
Sekbanbaşı ? 
Silahdar ağası Ahmed Ağa 
Tophane nazırı Ahmed Efendi 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı ? 
 
 
 
Table II: Mahmud I Damad Mehmed Paşa, Patrona Revolt phase A 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı ʿÖmer Ağa 
Başağası ? 
Valide kethüdası ʿAli Ağa1 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi Halil Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Çavuşbaşı İbrahim Paşazade Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem Derviş Mehmed Ağa 
1 The processional escort of the new queen mother from the Old Palace to the New Palace was the symbolic 
coronation of Saliha Valide Sultan in her new dynastic role, and created the necessity for a personal attendant to 
direct her (financial) affairs in the harem. The chronicle of Subhi mistakenly refers to a certain ʿOsman Efendi: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 50. 
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Kapıcılar kethüdası Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Baş kapıcıbaşı Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
Bostancıbaşı ?2 
Mirahur-ı sani Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Ağa 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Niğdeli ʿAli Ağa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab Süleyman Ağa 
Defter emini Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu İsmaʿil Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Şerif Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı Ahmed Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey 
Cizye muhasebecisi Hindi Mehmed Efendi 
Tersane emini Hacı Mehmed Ağa3 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed Efendi 
Başmuhasebeci Bosnevi Mehmed Efendi 
Gümrük emini Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i sani ? 
Süvari mukabelecisi  ʿAli Efendi 
Mevkufatcı ? 
Başbakikulu Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Veli Efendizade Emin Efendi 
Darbhane emini ? 
Şehremini Siyahi Mehmed Efendi 
Piyade mukabelecisi ? 
Arpa emini Süleyman Efendi 
Matbah emini ? 
Darbhane nazırı ? 
Sipahi katibi ? 
Silahdar katibi ? 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Mirzazade Şeyh Mehmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Dürri Mehmed Efendi 
2 Karakulak ʿOsman Ağa was exiled on October 8, 1730 (25 Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1143 AH) directly following upon 
the enthronement of Mahmud I: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 43.  
3 Hacı Mehmed Ağa was presumably enrolled in the administration of the naval arsenal shortly after the 
enthronement of Mahmud I replacing Sami Mustafa who was appointed court chronicler around the same time. 
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Kadıasker-i Anadolu Zülali Hasan Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Deli İbrahim4 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Emir Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya ʿAbdi Paşa & Damad Hafız Ahmed Paşa 
Yeniçeri ağası Sarrac/Gül Mehmed Ağa 
Topçubaşı ? 
Cebecibaşı Kalaycı Halil Ağa 
Kul kethüdası Muslu Beşe 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ? 
Cebeciler kethüdası ? 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası ? 
Sekbanbaşı Urlu Murteza Ağa 
Silahdar ağası ? 
Tophane nazırı ? 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı ? 
 
 
 
Table III: Mahmud I  Damad Mehmed Paşa, Patrona Revolt phase B 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı ʿÖmer Ağa 
Başağası ? 
Valide kethüdası ʿAli Ağa  
Haremeyn muhasebecisi Halil Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem Derviş Mehmed Ağa 
Kapıcılar kethüdası Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Ağa 
Baş kapıcıbaşı ? 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Çavuşbaşı İbrahim Paşazade Mustafa Bey5 
4 The chronicle of Subhi gives two different dates for the exile of Raşid Mehmed Efendi: October 16, 1730 (3 
Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1143 AH) and April 29, 1731 (21 Şevval 1143 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 46, 80-81. 
5 Niğdeli ʿAli Ağa was not favorable of the rebel faction in the government, and consequently was exiled 
sometime in November/December 1730 (Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1143 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 50-51. 
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Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab Süleyman Efendi 
Defter emini Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu İsmaʿil Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Şerif Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı Ahmed Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey 
Cizye muhasebecisi Hindi Mehmed Efendi 
Tersane emini Hacı Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed Efendi 
Başmuhasebeci Siyahi Mehmed Efendi6 
Gümrük emini Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i sani ? 
Süvari mukabelecisi  ʿAli Efendi 
Mevkufatcı ? 
Başbakikulu Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Veli Efendizade Emin Efendi 
Darbhane emini ? 
Şehremini İsmaʿil Efendi 
Piyade mukabelecisi ? 
Arpa emini ? 
Matbah emini ? 
Darbhane nazırı ? 
Sipahi katibi ? 
Silahdar katibi ? 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Mirzazade Şeyh Mehmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Dürri Mehmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Zülali Hasan Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Deli İbrahim 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Emir Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Canım Hoca Mehmed Paşa 
Yeniçeri ağası Sarrac/Gül Mehmed Ağa 
Topçubaşı ? 
Cebecibaşı Kalaycı Halil Ağa 
Kul kethüdası Muslu Beşe 
6 Siyahi Mehmed Efendi succeeded Bosnevi Mehmed Efendi after his death sometime in October/November 
1730 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1143 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 51. 
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Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ? 
Cebeciler kethüdası ? 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası ? 
Sekbanbaşı Urlu Murteza Ağa 
Silahdar ağası ? 
Tophane nazırı ? 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı ? 
 
 
 
Table IV: Mahmud I  Kabakulak İbrahim Paşa, May 1731 (Zi ʾl-kade 1143 AH) 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı ʿÖmer Ağa 
Başağası ? 
Valide kethüdası ʿAli Ağa 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi Halil Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey 
Kapıcılar kethüdası Mehmed Emin Ağa 
Baş kapıcıbaşı Hısım Mehmed Ağa7 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Çavuşbaşı İbrahim Paşazade Mustafa Bey 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Paşa 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab İsmaʿil Efendi 
Defter emini Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi8 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu Halisa ʿOsman Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Şerif Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı Gül Ahmed Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau  
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel ʿİzzet ʿAli Bey 
7 Hısım Mehmed Ağa was called back from his exile to Kastamonu and reinstated in the office of kapıcıbaşı 
sometime in October 1730: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 40-41. 
8 Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah Efendi was discharged and exiled on April 19, 1731 (11 Şevval 1143 AH), and was 
replaced with the former defter emini, Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi who had been granted amnesty around the 
same time: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 80. 
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Cizye muhasebecisi Saʿdullah Efendi 
Tersane emini Hacı Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Süleyman Efendi9 
Başmuhasebeci Siyahi Mehmed Efendi 
Gümrük emini Yeğen Mehmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i sani ? 
Süvari mukabelecisi  Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Mevkufatcı Hindi Mehmed Efendi 
Başbakikulu Kadı Halil Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Süleyman Efendi 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
Şehremini İsmaʿil Efendi 
Piyade mukabelecisi Veli Efendizade Mehmed Emin Efendi 
Arpa emini Süleyman Efendi 
Matbah emini Halil Efendi 
Darbhane nazırı Küçük İmam Mehmed Efendi 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Başmakcızade Seyyid ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Ak Mahmudzade Seyyid Mehmed Zeyneʾ l-Abidin Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Seyyid Mahmud & Hacı Mehmed Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Pirizade Mehmed Sahib Efendi 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf İmadzade Seyyid Mehmed Efendi 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir ʿAbdi Paşa10 
Yeniçeri ağası Vezir Şahin Mehmed Paşa11 
Topçubaşı İsmaʿil Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdullah Ağa12 
Kul kethüdası Gürcü İsmaʿil Ağa13 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
9 Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed Efendi was exiled together with Ramazanzade ʿAbdullah on April 19, 1731 (11 
Şevval 1143 AH: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 80. 
10 His predecessor Canım Hoca Mehmed Paşa was assigned to the district of Rethymno (Resmo) on Crete on 
May 18, 1731 (11 Zi ʾl-kade 1143 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 84-85. 
11 Şahin Mehmed Paşa was governor of Adana before his promotion to janissary commander on April 1, 1731 
(23 Ramazan 1143 AH), and his predecessor Muhsinzade ʿAbdullah Paşa was assigned to govern Adana in his 
place: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 82-84. 
12 It is unknown when the former cebecibaşı ʿAbdullah Ağa and his lieutenant ʿAbdülkadir Ağa were granted 
amnesty and reinstated, but most probably they were summoned back to the capital after the military command 
had been purged of Patrona and his henchmen.  
13 Pehlivan Halil Ağa was discharged from his function of kul kethüdası and exiled to Bursa on March 30, 1731 
(21 Ramazan 1143 AH), and replaced by the saksoncubaşı Gürcü İsmaʿil whose office was assigned to 
ʿAbdülbaki Ağa. The same day, sekbanbaşı ʿAbdurrahman Ağa was discharged and replaced by Nemçe Hasan 
Ağa: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 81. 
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Cebeciler kethüdası ʿAbdülkadir Ağa 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası Mustafa Bey 
Sekbanbaşı Nemçe Hasan Ağa 
Silahdar ağası Tavileci Kapucubaşı Hüseyin Ağa 
Tophane nazırı Atinalı ʿOsman Efendizade 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı Eyyubi Mehmed Efendi  
 
 
 
Table V: Mahmud I  Topal ʿOsman Paşa, February 1732 (Şaʿban 1144 AH) 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı ʿÖmer Ağa 
Başağası ? 
Valide kethüdası ʿAli Ağa 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi Halil Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey 
Kapıcılar kethüdası ʿOsman Ağa 
Baş kapıcıbaşı Hısım Mehmed Ağa 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Mustafa Bey 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Paşa 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab İsmaʿil Efendi 
Defter emini Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu Halisa ʿOsman Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Yusuf Halil Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı Süleyman Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel Vezir ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa 
Cizye muhasebecisi Saʿdullah Efendi 
Tersane emini Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Başmuhasebeci Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey 
Gümrük emini İvaz Mehmed Ağa 
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Ruznamçe-i sani ? 
Süvari mukabelecisi  Küçük İmam Mehmed Efendi 
Mevkufatcı Hindi Mehmed Efendi 
Başbakikulu Mustafa Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Siyahi Mehmed Efendi14 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
Şehremini İsmaʿil Efendi 
Piyade mukabelecisi Veli Efendizade Mehmed Emin Efendi 
Arpa emini Süleyman Efendi 
Matbah emini Halil Efendi 
Darbhane nazırı ? 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Damadzade ʿEbuʾ l-Hayr Ahmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Ak Mahmudzade Seyyid Mehmed Zeyneʾ l-Abidin Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Vardari Şeyhzade Mehmed Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Hocazade Seyyid ʿÖmer Efendi 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Bolevizade Seyyid Mehmed Efendi 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir Murabıt Hacı Hüseyin Paşa15 
Yeniçeri ağası Gürcü İsmaʿil Ağa 
Topçubaşı İsmaʿil Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdullah Ağa 
Kul kethüdası ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ? 
Cebeciler kethüdası ʿAbdülkadir Ağa 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası Mustafa Bey 
Sekbanbaşı Nemçe Hasan Ağa 
Silahdar ağası Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
Tophane nazırı Atinalı ʿOsman Efendizade 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı Eyyubi Mehmed Efendi  
 
 
 
Table VI: Mahmud I  Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa, July 1732 (Safer 1145 AH) 
  
14 Süleyman Efendi was transferred to Egypt in October 1731 (Rebiü ʾl-ahır 1144 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 
117. 
15 Şahin Mehmed Paşa was appointed custodian of Chania (Hanya) on Crete on 29 November 1731 (29 
Cemaziye ʾl-evvel 1144), and one month later in December Murabıt Hüseyin was inaugurated grand admiral: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 122-123, 133. 
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Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı Moralı Beşir Ağa 
Başağası ʿAli Ağa16 
Valide kethüdası Halil Ağa 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi İbrahim Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Mir-i ʿalem Kadı Halil Ağa 
Kapıcılar kethüdası ?17 
Baş kapıcıbaşı ? 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Mustafa Bey 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Yahya Ağa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Paşa  
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab İsmaʿil Efendi 
Defter emini Firdevsi ʿEbubekir Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu Süleyman Efendi18 
Tezkireci-i evvel ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Yusuf Halil Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey19 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel Üçanbarlı Mehmed Efendi20 
Cizye muhasebecisi Hacı Mehmed Ağa21 
Tersane emini Canibi ʿAli Efendi  
Ruznamçe-i evvel Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey 
Başmuhasebeci Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi 
Gümrük emini Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i sani Ahmed Efendi 
16 The chronogram that is inscribed on the fountain of ʿAli Ağa cites his recent promotion from steward of the 
queen mother to chief agha. 
17 ʿOsman Ağa was promoted to governor-general of Rumelia (together with Gürcü İsmaʿil) but was honored 
with the special task of overseeing the Ottoman frontier in the east: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 165.  
18 Immediately following the appointment of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Halisa ʿOsman Efendi was exiled and instructed to 
resettle in Damascus where the state had earlier allocated land to him: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 150. 
19 The former sergeant at arms Süleyman Ağa was assigned to become the assistant of Topal ʿOsman and 
accompany him to the city of Trabzon: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 149-150. 
20 ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa was discharged from his function as chief finance officer on May 22, 1732 (27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 
AH) and promoted governor-general of Anatolia, which made him commander-in-chief of the eastern front 
(replacing Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa) and was transferred to Sivas and Yerevan later. His departure from the capital 
set in motion a series of permutations in the finance bureau: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 160, 193. 
21 Saʿdullah Efendi was imprisoned in Yedikule fortress for charges of corruption: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 163. 
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Süvari mukabelecisi  Hindi Mehmed Efendi22 
Mevkufatcı Hüseyin Paşazade Mehmed Efendi23 
Başbakikulu İvaz Mehmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Siyahi Mehmed Efendi 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
Şehremini Kesriyeli Ahmed Ağa 
Piyade mukabelecisi Sami Mustafa24 
Arpa emini Feyzi Beyefendi 
Matbah emini Mustafa Efendi 
Darbhane nazırı ? 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Damadzade ʿEbuʾ l-Hayr Ahmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Seyyid ʿAli Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Şehid Feyzullah Efendizade Seyyid Mustafa Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı Hocazade Seyyid ʿÖmer Efendi 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Mahmud Efendi 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa25 
Yeniçeri ağası ʿAbdülbaki Ağa26 
Topçubaşı İsmaʿil Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdullah Ağa 
Kul kethüdası Hindizade Mehmed Ağa 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ʿAbdullah Ağa 
Cebeciler kethüdası ʿAbdülkadir Ağa 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası Hısım Mehmed Ağa 
Sekbanbaşı Nemçe Hasan Ağa 
Silahdar ağası Rikabdar Çerkes Süleyman Ağa 
Tophane nazırı Atinalı ʿOsman Efendizade 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı Eyyubi Mehmed Efendi 
 
22 Hindi Mehmed had succeeded Küçük İmam Mehmed after his death on presumably March 7, 1732 (10 
Ramazan 1144 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 148. 
23 İsmaʿil Efendi had became mevkufatcı on March 7, 1732 (10 Ramazan 1144 AH), and was transferred to the 
post of maliye tezkirecisi on May 28 (3 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 150. 
24 Veli Efendizade Mehmed Emin Efendi was discharged from office and exiled to the fortress of Magosa 
(Famagusta) on Cyprus on March 18, 1732 (21 Ramazan 1144 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 151-152. 
25 Immediately following the accession of Hekimoğlu ʿAli, Alayeli ʿEbubekir was summoned to the capital and 
arrived in on June 11, 1732 (17 Zi ʾl-hicce 1144 AH) in Üsküdar, and two days later consumed his marriage with 
a certain ʿAyşe Sultan: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 159. 
26 Hekimoğlu ʿAli promoted janissary commander Gürcü İsmaʿil to the rank of vizier immediately after his 
arrival in the capital, and made him governor-general of Rumelia on July 27, 1732 (2 Safer 1145 AH) and was 
transferred to Erzurum later in the function of inspector: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 165, 193. 
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Table VII: Mahmud I  Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa, January 1733 (Şaʿban 1145 AH) 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı Moralı Beşir Ağa 
Başağası ʿAli Ağa 
Valide kethüdası Halil Ağa 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi İbrahim Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Yahya Ağa 
Mir-i ʿalem Kadı Halil Ağa 
Kapıcılar kethüdası ʿOsman Ağa 
Baş kapıcıbaşı ? 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Mustafa Bey 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir Köprülü Nuʿman Paşazade Ahmed Paşa  
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab İsmaʿil Efendi 
Defter emini Laʿli Mustafa Efendi27 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu Süleyman Efendi 
Tezkireci-i evvel Yusuf Halil Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Mühürdar ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı İvaz Mehmed Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel Canibi ʿAli Efendi28 
Cizye muhasebecisi ?29 
Tersane emini Beylikci İsmaʿil Efendi 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi30 
Başmuhasebeci ? 
Gümrük emini Hacı Ahmed Ağa 
Ruznamçe-i sani Ahmed Efendi 
27 Firdevsi Ebubekir died sometime in the middle of September 1732 (the chronicle of Subhi does not provide an 
accurate date): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 174. 
28 Canibi ʿAli Efendi succeeded Üçanbarlı Mehmed after his death at the start of September 1732 (in the middle 
of Rebiüʾ l-evvel 1145 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 172. 
29 Hacı Mehmed Ağa died in June/July 1732 (Muharrem 1145) according to the chronogram on his fountain, we 
do not know who succeeded him. 
30 Süreyya Mehmed states that Kıblelizade Mehmed Bey died in 1144 AH, so shortly after his appointment May 
22, 1732 (27 Zi ʾl-kade 1144 AH). His death is not mentioned in the chronicle of Subhi: Süreyya Bey, Sicill-i 
Osmanî, Cilt 3, 964. 
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Süvari mukabelecisi  ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Mevkufatcı Süleyman Efendi 
Başbakikulu Hısım Mehmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Siyahi Mehmed Efendi 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
Şehremini Kesriyeli Ahmed Ağa 
Piyade mukabelecisi Sami Mustafa 
Arpa emini Feyzi Beyefendi 
Matbah emini Mustafa Efendi 
Darbhane nazırı ? 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Damadzade ʿEbuʾ l-Hayr Ahmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Seyyid ʿAli Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Şehid Feyzullah Efendizade Seyyid Mustafa Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı ?31 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Mahmud Efendi 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa 
Yeniçeri ağası ʿAbdülbaki Ağa 
Topçubaşı Hacı Hüseyin Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdülkadir Ağa32 
Kul kethüdası Hindizade Mehmed Ağa 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ʿAbdullah Ağa 
Cebeciler kethüdası ? 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey 
Sekbanbaşı Nemçe Hasan Ağa 
Silahdar ağası Elçi Mustafa Bey 
Tophane nazırı ʿAli Efendi, brother of Haşim Efendi 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı Eyyubi Mehmed Efendi 
 
 
 
 
31 Hocazade Seyyid ʿÖmer Efendi was initially only discharged but got exiled to Bursa shortly afterwards 
because he had apparently offended certain dignitaries in his appeal against the discharge. Bolevizade Seyyid 
Mehmed Emin Efendi was also punished for the support he apparently lent to ʿÖmer Efendi and was deprived of 
his arpalık in Edincik. The chronicle does not mention who was eventually appointed chief judge of İstanbul: 
Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 170-171. 
32 ʿAbdullah Ağa was awarded two horsetails and promoted custodian of Boğazhisar (date unknown): Aydıner, 
Subhî Tarihi, 173. 
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Table VIII: Mahmud I  Hekimoğlu ʿAli Paşa, May 1733 (Zi ʾl-kade 1145 AH) 
  
Bab-ı hümayun Court 
Darü ʾs-sade ağası Hacı Beşir Ağa 
Hazinedarbaşı Moralı Beşir Ağa 
Başağası ʿAli Ağa 
Valide kethüdası Halil Ağa 
Haremeyn muhasebecisi İbrahim Ağa 
Silahdar-ı şehriyari Yaʿkub Ağa 
Mirahur-ı evvel Yahya Ağa 
Mir-i ʿalem Kadı Halil Ağa 
Kapıcılar kethüdası ʿOsman Ağa 
Baş kapıcıbaşı ? 
Bostancıbaşı ? 
Mirahur-ı sani Mustafa Bey 
  
Paşa kapısı Government 
Kaʾim-makam - 
Sadr-ı aʿzam kethüdası Gül Ahmed Ağa 
Nişancı (tevkiʿ) Vezir Alayeli ʿEbubekir Paşa33 
Reʾisü ʾl-küttab İsmaʿil Efendi 
Defter emini Canibi ʿAli Efendi 
Sadr-ı aʿzam mektubcusu ? 
Tezkireci-i evvel Yusuf Halil Efendi 
Tezkireci-i sani Mühürdar ʿAbdullah Efendi 
Çavuşbaşı İvaz Mehmed Ağa 
  
Bab-ı Defter Finance bureau 
Defterdar-ı şıkk-ı evvel Bozoğlan İbrahim Efendi 
Cizye muhasebecisi Merami Ahmed Efendi 
Tersane emini Sami Mustafa34 
Ruznamçe-i evvel Laʿli Mustafa Efendi 
Başmuhasebeci ? 
Gümrük emini ? 
Ruznamçe-i sani Ahmed Efendi 
Süvari mukabelecisi  ʿAbdi Efendizade Nuh Efendi 
Mevkufatcı Süleyman Efendi 
Başbakikulu Hısım Mehmed Ağa 
Yeniçeri katibi Siyahi Mehmed Efendi 
Darbhane emini Yoğurtçuzade Süleyman Efendi 
33 Köprülü Ahmed was promoted to governor of Nikopol (Niğbolu) to become custodian of Vidin in April/May 
1732 (Zi ʾl-kade 1145 AH): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 199. 
34 Beylikçi İsmaʿil Efendi had retired from his office and was permitted to go on pilgrimage to Mecca: Aydıner, 
Subhî Tarihi, 198-199. 
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Şehremini Kesriyeli Ahmed Ağa 
Piyade mukabelecisi Rıfʿat Süleyman Bey, son-in-law of ʿİzzet ʿAli Paşa 
Arpa emini Feyzi Beyefendi 
Matbah emini Mustafa Efendi 
Darbhane nazırı Hacı Mehmed Emin Ağa 
Sipahi katibi Yedekcizade ʿAli Efendi  
Silahdar katibi ʿAli Efendi 
  
ʿİlmiyye Judiciary 
Şeyhü ʾl-islam Damadzade ʿEbuʾ l-Hayr Ahmed Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Rumeli Seyyid ʿAli Efendizade Seyyid Zeyneʾ l-Abidin Efendi 
Kadıasker-i Anadolu Şeyhülislamzade Feyzullah Efendi 
İstanbul kadısı ? 
Nakibü ʾl-eşraf Mahmud Efendi 
  
ʿAskeriyye Military establishment 
Kapudan-ı derya Vezir Canım Hoca Mehmed Paşa 
Yeniçeri ağası Altıncı Mustafa Ağa35 
Topçubaşı Hacı Hüseyin Ağa 
Cebecibaşı ʿAbdülkadir Ağa 
Kul kethüdası ʿAbdullah Ağa36 
Saksoncubaşı (zağarcıbaşı) ? 
Cebeciler kethüdası ? 
Topçular kethüdası ? 
Sipahi ağası Fazlı Paşazade Mehmed Bey 
Sekbanbaşı Nemçe Hasan Ağa 
Silahdar ağası Kara Mehmed Paşazade Mustafa Bey 
Tophane nazırı ʿAli Efendi, brother of Haşim Efendi 
Baruthane-i İstanbul nazırı Eyyubi Mehmed Efendi 
 
  
35 ʿAbdülbaki Ağa was discharged and transferred to Gallipoli (Gelibolu): Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 197. 
36 Hindizade Mehmed Ağa was discharged and transferred to Edirne: Aydıner, Subhî Tarihi, 197.  
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APPENDIX E: PERMUTATIONS IN THE OTTOMAN STATE APPARATUS, 1730-33  
 
 
 
Table IX. Chroniclers   &   Coverage from until  
Mustafa Naʿima Efendi d. 1716  1574 1659 
Şefik Mehmed Efendi d. 1715  ? ? 
Raşid Mehmed Efendi  10 July 1735 1714/15 (1126 AH) 
2 July 1723 (28 
Ramazan 1135 AH) 
Küçük Çelebizade İsmaʿil 
ʿAsım Efendi d. Jan/Feb. 1760 
August 1722 (Zi ʾl-kade 
1134) 
19 September 1730 (3 
Muharrem 1143 AH) 
Sami Mustafa Efendi d. 1733/34 
28 September 1730 (15 
Rebiü ʾl-evvel 1143 AH) 
28 May 1732 (3 Zi ʾl-
hicce 1144 AH) 
Şakir Hüseyin d. Oct. 1742  1733/34 (1146 AH) End 1735 (1147 AH) 
ʿAbdullah Refʾet Efendi d. ? 
28 July 1735 (7 Rebiü 
ʾl-evvel 1148 AH) ? 
Hıfzı Mehmed Efendi d. ? ? ? 
Mehmed Subhi d. June 1769  1736 (1148 AH) 
July/Aug. 1743 
(Receb 1156 AH) 
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